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SUMMARY 
 
Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) was originally conceptualized as a process 
through which the working relationship between leader and member is negotiated 
through a series of interactions. However, previous research on LMX has focused 
primarily on the working relationship and neglected the interaction upon which 
the relationship is build. Such a practice has greatly hindered the development of 
LMX theories because it excludes more fine-grained leadership theories, 
underestimates contextual factors and is ineffective in modeling the dynamics of 
leader-member relationship. Drawing on the general theories of social interaction, 
Social Exchange Theory (SET) and Leader Member Exchange (LMX), this 
dissertation proposes Leader Member Interaction (LMI) as a possible solution and 
a promising domain for leadership research.  
Key Words: Leader Member Interaction (LMI), Leader Member Exchange 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
 
          Humans are social animals. For most of us, many of the moments of our 
lives are spent in social interactions through which we learn about other people, 
the world, and ourselves. In the work settings, every individual is involved in a 
supervisor-subordinate relationship and the interactions between supervisors and 
subordinates are arguably the most common and important social events that take 
place within an organization. While these interactions can sometimes be 
beneficial for both parties, they are also often a source of conflict and frustration. 
For many decades, scholars and practitioners in the business world have been 
keen to understand the nature of the interaction and its influence on organization 
success.   
          Social Exchange Theory (SET; Blau, 1964; Gouldner, 1960; Homans, 1958; 
Thibault & Kelley, 1959) is one of the most influential conceptual paradigms 
aimed at increasing our understanding of social interactions (Cropanzano & 
Mitchelll, 2005). A number of theories have been built on SET to study the 
specific exchange process between different parties in an organization (e.g., 
leader and member, coworkers, employee and customer etc.). Leader-Member 
Exchange (LMX; Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975), as one such theory that has a 
particular interest in the exchange relationship between leaders and their members, 
has attracted persistent scholarly attentions for decades (Gerstner & Day, 1997).  
          Leader Member Exchange (LMX) was originally conceptualized as a 
process through which the working relationship between leader and member was 
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negotiated through a series of interactions between them. However, the vast 
majority of LMX research has focused primarily on the working relationship and 
neglected the interactions upon which the relationship is built. Such practice is 
somewhat divergent from the original conceptualizations of LMX and the 
configuration of Social Exchange Theory. As criticized by Liden, Sparrowe, and 
Wayne (1997): “it is remarkable how few studies have directly examined 
exchange processes between leaders and members given the theoretical centrality 
of social exchange processes in the formation of LMX relationships” (p. 75). 
Rousseau (1998) also criticized the way LMX research ignores the exchange itself. 
He argued that LMX research, thus far, has treated the exchange between leader 
and member as a “black box”. Considering the great importance of interaction 
(Clampitt & Downs, 1993; Mintzberg, 1975; Pincus, 1986), my intention in the 
current paper is to propose the concept of Leader-Member Interaction (LMI), 
which is theorized to capture the leader-member exchange process, as a promising 
domain for future leadership research. 
          Leader-Member Interaction (LMI) is defined as a framework focusing 
particularly on the interdependent interactional episodes through which exchanges 
between leader and member are realized. The concept of LMI extends the 
literature of Social Exchange Theory and Leader-Member Exchange theory in 
three major ways. First, while LMX assumes variations between different leader-
member dyads, LMI takes one step further and proposes that there is considerable 
variability among social exchange episodes nested within each dyad. By focusing 
on the building blocks of LMX, LMI opens the “black box” of leader member 
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exchanges process (Rousseau, 1998) and thus provides a richer soil for more fine-
grained leadership theories. Second, previous research is often criticized as 
underestimating the importance of the context in which the dyadic relationship is 
embedded (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Yukl, 1999, 2006). With a narrow focus on 
the work relationship, previous research was only able to examine general factors 
(e.g., organizational or national culture) and left a large number of more specific 
contextual elements (e.g., time and location) unexamined. By focusing on 
individual exchange episodes within a relationship, LMI allows for a more 
sophisticated examination of the contexts. Finally, the lack of attention to the 
relational dynamics has greatly hindered the growth of LMX theory (Dienesch & 
Liden, 1986; Liden & Mitchell, 1989; Nahrgang, Morgeson, & Ilies, 2009). This 
is largely because the common narrow operationalization of LMX as an overall 
evaluation of the exchange relationship has limited power in explaining the 
dynamics and evolution of the relationship between leader and member (Burns & 
Otte, 1999). In comparison, LMI views the interactions overtime as building 
blocks of the role-making process and the engines of change in the LMX 
relationship. Such unique observation provides a fundamental way to help us 
better understand the dynamic process of leader-member exchange. 
          This dissertation consists of three essays. They are organized as follows: 
Chapter II presents a theoretical framework that systematically introduces the 
concept of Leader Member Interaction. It reviews existing literature, outlines 
definition and conceptual boundaries, develops nomological network, highlights 
theoretical and practical implications, identifies future research opportunities, and 
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discusses methodological challenges. Based on the prpopsed theoretical 
framework, Chapter III reports a study that examines the relationship between 
LMI and LMX. It provides empirical evidence that LMI and LMX are 
distinguishable yet interrelated concepts, which is an important step in the 
theoretical development of LMI. Chapter IV reports another empirical study that 
explores the acutual exchanges between leader and member within each 
interaction episodes. It reveals the complexity of leader member interaction from 
cognitive and affective perspective and examines the model in a dyadic, 
momentary and naturalistic setting. Finally, Chapter V summarizes key findings 
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CHAPTER II: A GENERAL FRAMEWORK OF LEADER MEMBER 
INTERACTION  
 
2.1 Literature Review 
Social Exchange Theory (SET) 
          This section provides a selective review on the literature of Social 
Exchange Theory. Since a comprehensive review on Social Exchange Theory 
falls beyond the scope of this paper and good review exists elsewhere (see Cook 
& Rice, 2003; Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Emerson, 1976), the purpose of this 
section is to connect research on Social Exchange Theory to the field of 
leadership, and therefore, highlight its relationship with the theory of Leader 
Member Exchange.    
          Social Exchange Theory has its origins in sociology and social psychology 
(Emerson, 1976). The notion of “social exchange” first appeared in Homans’s 
(1958) “Social Behavior as Exchange”. Homans’s works were largely dwelled 
upon the psychology of instrumental behavior. He defined “social exchange” as 
the exchange of activity, tangible or intangible, and more or less rewarding or 
costly, between at least two persons (Homans, 1961). Later, Blau (1964) 
strengthened exchange as a new approach to understand social behavior. He 
contributed to SET by comparing social exchanges with economic transactions1. 
As described by Blau (1964), social exchanges entail unspecified obligations: 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
1 Eby and Allen (2012, p. 5): “Exchange relationships can be based on economic or social 
exchange. Economic exchange relationships are based on the exchange of tangible resources (e.g., 
financial), while social exchange relationships can also include the exchange of socioemotional 
resources (e.g., trust and feelings of obligation)”	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when one person does another a favor, there is an expectation of future return, 
though exactly when it will occur and in what form is often unclear (Gouldner, 
1960). He argued that “only social exchange tends to engender feelings of 
personal obligations, gratitude, and trust; purely economic exchange as such does 
not” (p. 94). After Blau’s (1964) classic book “Exchange and Power in Social 
Life” came out, the exchange approach was assured a future in the field. 
          Over the past half century, the SET framework has been applied to study a 
wide range of organizational phenomenon, including: social power (i.e., Molm, 
Peterson, & Takahashi, 1999), social network (i.e., Brass, Galaskiewicz, Greve, & 
Tsai, 2004; Cook, Molm, & Yamagishi, 1993), board independence (i.e., 
Westphal & Zajac, 1997), organizational justice (i.e., Konovsky, 2000), 
psychological contracts (i.e., Rousseau, 1995), leadership (i.e., Liden, Sparrowe, 
& Wayne, 1997) and many others.  
          Nearly the same time as the social exchange perspective was becoming 
widely accepted, leadership scholars were developing a relationship-based 
approach to leadership (Hollander, 1964). Hollander was one of the earliest 
scholars to adopt a focus on leadership as a relational process (Hollander, 1958). 
According to Hollander and Julian (1969), leadership is a process involving an 
influence relationship; the leader is one among other participants in this 
relationship; and there are “transactions” (i.e., exchanges) that occur between 
leaders and members, basic to which is the belief that rewards will be received for 
benefits given (cf., Homans, 1974; Jacobs, 1971). This relationship-based 
leadership approach shares the same theoretical foundation as Social Exchange 
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Theory: leaders give benefits to members and members reciprocate with 
responsiveness towards their leaders (Hollander, 1978; Homans, 1961). Given the 
same focus on the exchange relationship (Emerson, 1976), Social Exchange 
Theory becomes the basis for understanding the relationships that developed 
between leaders and their members, which later evolved into the theory of Leader 
Member Exchange.  
 
Leader Member Exchange (LMX) 
          The concept of Leader-Member Exchange first appeared as the Vertical 
Dyad Linkage Model (VDL; Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975) and was later 
termed as LMX by Graen, Novak, and Sommerkamp (1982). LMX was 
introduced in contradiction to a prevailing approach to leadership called Average 
Leadership Style (ALS, Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). The Average 
Leadership Style assumed that leaders display consistent behavior towards all 
subordinates in the work unit. Departure from ALS, LMX theory argues that as a 
result of time and energy constrains, a leader develops different types of 
relationships with each member which ranging from those that are based strictly 
on employment contracts, to those that are characterized by high levels of mutual 
trust, respect, liking and reciprocal influence (Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen, 
Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & Graen, 1980). 
More specifically, members who are categorized as “in-group” (i.e., high LMX) 
act as “trusted assistants” and grow beyond their job descriptions. The remaining 
members are categorized as “out-group” (i.e., low LMX) and they act as “hired 
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hands” who do only what is required by their job descriptions (Zalesny & Graen, 
1987). Therefore, the basic unit of analysis of most LMX research is the dyadic 
exchange relationship between a leader and a particular member (van Breukelen, 
Schyns, & Le Blanc, 2006).  
LMX has been studied in a wide range of organizational domains, including: 
job performance (e.g., Graen, Scandura, & Graen, 1986; Scandura & Graen, 
1984), job satisfaction (e.g., Graen et al., 1982; Vecchio & Gobdel, 1984), 
organizational commitment (e.g., Duchon, Green, & Taber, 1986), career progress 
(e.g., Graen, Wakabayashi, Graen, & Graen, 1990; Graen & Wakabayashi, 1994), 
turnover (e.g., Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982; Vecchio, Griffeth, & Horn, 1986), 
innovation (e.g., Basu, 1991; Tierney, 1992; Scott, 1993), organizational 
citizenship behavior (e.g., Scandura, Graen, & Novak, 1986; Yammarino & 
Dubinsky, 1992), empowerment (e.g., Liden, Wayne, Bradway, & Murphy, 1994; 
Uhl-Bien & Graen, 1993b), autonomy (e.g., Scandura, Graen, & Novak, 1986), 
job climate (e.g., Dunegan, Uhl-Bien, & Duchon, 1992; Kozlowski & Doherty, 
1989), and organizational justice (e.g., Scandura, 1999).  
          Although demonstrated as important, the LMX theory has often been 
criticized as unclear about its key constructs (Schriesheim et al. 1999; Yukl, 2005). 
Gerstner and Day (1997) noted that “there is surprisingly little agreement on what 
LMX is” (p. 828). There seems to be little consensus on the definition of 
“exchange”: a number of studies have failed to differentiate between the concept 
of “exchange relationship” and “exchange” and have used these two terms 
interchangeably. van Breukelen, Schyns and Le Blanc (2006) pointed out that the 
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majority of LMX research does not distinguish between “relationship quality” and 
“exchange commodities”. Recent leadership research generally accepted LMX as 
a relational approach (Uhl-Bien, 2006) in which the quality of the relationship 
that derived from exchanges between leader and member is of interest. However, 
in the 1980s, a number of studies defined LMX as the quality of the exchange 
between leader and member (Schriesheim et al., 1999). According to Blau’s (1964) 
initial conceptualization of social exchange, however, exchange relationship and 
exchange are causally connected but distinguishable constructs. van Breukelen, 
Schyns and Le Blanc (2006) also argued that a distinction between these two 
concepts is necessary in order to gain more insights into the association and 
causal relationship between different kinds of exchange processes and working 
relationships. The ambiguity between the two key constructs underlying LMX 
theory raises two fundamental questions: how to differentiate exchange 
relationship from exchange per se and what is the casual relationship between 
these two concepts?  
          To answer these questions, research needs to reunite the concepts of 
exchange and exchange relationship. Everyone seems to agree that a series of 
interdependent exchanges can produce a degree of interpersonal attachment – the 
exchange relationship. However, the current literature admits two different 
conceptualizations of relationship. On the one hand, a relationship might be 
interpreted as a series of interdependent exchanges. On the other hand, it might 
alternatively be interpreted as interpersonal attachments that result from these 
interdependent exchanges. This distinction between relationships-as-transactions 
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and relationship-as-interpersonal-attachment has been fully appreciated 
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). In the current paper, I argue that it is dangerous 
to adopt the first view because treating LMX as both exchanges and exchange 
relationships that are derived from these exchanges brings about the risk of 
defining one in terms of the other and thus suffer from circular reasoning. Stated 
differently, if a series of exchanges are the relationship, then which of these 
arrangements define the exchange? This might be the reason why core concepts of 
LMX were found to be confusing.  
          A direct consequence of the lack of clarity in the LMX concept is that most 
research has concentrated narrowly on the working relationship between leader 
and member (Bass, 1990; Gerstner & Day, 1997; van Breukelen, Schyns, & Le 
Blanc, 2006). Much less attention has been devoted to the nature and process of 
the exchanges in which differential leadership takes place (e.g. Fairhurst & 
Chandler, 1989; Graen, 1990; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Waldron, 1991). Leader 
Member Exchange is originally conceptualized as a process through which 
working relationship between leader and member is negotiated through a series of 
interactions (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Scandura, 
1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Northouse, 2007; van Breukelen, Schyns, & Le 
Blanc, 2006). However, it is surprising to find that most studies on LMX reduce 
such a dynamic process to a mere snapshot of one time point and simply use the 
LMX relationship as a global proxy of the exchange process (Nahrgang, 
Morgeson, & Ilies, 2009). Such a static, oversimplified approach leads to three 
major limitations in the theoretical development of LMX.  
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          First, ignoring the exchange process through which differentiated exchange 
relationships are developed has greatly hindered the development of more fine-
grained leadership theories. For example, scholars argued that affect is one of the 
central impetuses underlying LMX development and a strong affective bond is a 
critical component of high quality LMX relationships (Dienesch & Liden 1986; 
Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Liden & Maslyn 1998; Liden et al. 1993, 1997). In the 
literature on affectivity, two types of affect have often been examined: trait affect 
and state affect. Trait affect represents stable individual predispositions to certain 
states while state affect represents transient fluctuations in mood. In the LMX 
literature, however, most studies that involve affectivity have focused on its 
dispositional aspect (i.e., trait-affect such as emotional intelligence, Sears & 
Holmvall, 2010) and have used retrospective measures rather than taken a 
dynamic and momentary approach. Important information such as the emotions 
that leader and member experience during daily interactions (i.e., state-affect) 
were either missing or suffered from inaccuracy that resulting from retrospective 
reconstruction (Fineman, 1993; Briner, 2002). Consequently, the existing LMX 
research involving affectivity only gained a one-sided view of how affectivity 
influences the exchange between leader and member.  
          Second, the importance of the context has long been recognized by 
organizational researchers (e.g., Johns, 2006; Tjosvold, 1985). It creates 
situational opportunities as well as constraints that affect the occurrence and 
meaning of people’s cognitions, emotions and behaviors. However, empirical 
evidence on the context within which the leader member dyad resides has been 
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severely lacking (Cogliser & Schriesheim, 2000). This is partly because treating 
LMX simply as working relationships prevents sophisticated examinations of 
more specific contextual elements (van Breukelen, Schyns, & Le Blanc, 2006). 
As pointed out by Yukl (2005), “Leader Member Exchange is mostly a universal 
theory, with minimal effort placed on explaining how situational variables may 
affect the exchange process” (p. 122). Existing research on LMX only captures 
the most general contextual characteristics such as national and organizational 
culture (Liden & Antonakis, 2009; e.g., Ansari, Bui, & Aafaqi, 2007; Aryee & 
Chen, 2006; Schyns, Tina, Gisela, & Hartmut, 2005; Wang, Law, & Chen, 2008). 
For example, the effect of cultural difference on LMX has been examined by 
Erdogan and Liden (2006). They found that collectivists are less concerned about 
the quality of LMX relationships than are individuals working in “individualistic” 
cultures (Erdogan & Liden, 2006). In another sutdy examining organizational 
culture, it was found that the quality of LMX relationships is relatively less 
important to individuals in organizations which have a culture of “respect for 
people” than in those organizations whose culture is characterized as “aggressive” 
(Erdogan et al., 2006). Despite these encouraging findings, a large number of 
more specific contextual factors remain unexamined, some of which may have 
huge impact on the development of the exchange relationships. For example, task 
characteristics usually stand out as importance background for the leader-member 
exchange relationship. The nature of the task is often closely associated with the 
leader’s behavior and member’s reactions in the exchange process, which shape 
their relationship in the long run. Unfortunately, since the task characteristics vary 
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in each exchange, current studies with a focus solely on the relationship will not 
be able to capture it. Therefore, examination of these factors requires us to take an 
“atomistic” rather than a “holistic” view of LMX.     
          Third, LMX research has been criticized for ignoring the dynamic issues of 
leader-member relationship (Eby & Allen, 2012; Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Liden 
& Mitchell, 1989) and little is known about how the role-making process actually 
occurs (Yukl, 2005). In fact, good theorization of how leader-member 
relationships are developed do exist in the literature (e.g., Graen & Uhl-Bien, 
1991; Hogg, 2001; Hollander, 1964; Liden et al., 1997; Offstein et al., 2006; Uhl-
Bien et al., 2000). For example, Graen (1976) presented a three-phase model - 
role-taking, role-making, and role-routinization – to describe the processes 
through which differentiated leader-member relationships are developed. Graen 
and Uhl-Bien (1995) proposed a life circle model of leadership making in which 
the process of how the relationship between leader and member evolve from 
stranger to maturity is illustrated. Despite having important theoretical standing in 
the LMX literature, these models were not followed by a large number of 
empirical studies and sound empirical evidences in supporting of these theories 
are lacking. This is largely because LMX as a global indicator of the exchange 
process is ineffective in modeling the changes of a dynamic relationship. For 
example, measuring LMX in multiple waves tells us how the relationship between 
leader and member evolves over time, but reveals little about why such changes 
take place. Once again, we can only find the answers by looking into the 
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exchange process and examining the exchange events which are largely 
responsible for the development of LMX relationship.   
          To address these limitations, we need to return to the historical roots of 
LMX research. As discussed in the last session, Social Exchange Theory (Blau, 
1964; Gouldner, 1960; Homans, 1958; Thibault & Kelley, 1959) constitutes the 
dominant theoretical basis for LMX theories (Liden, Sparrowe, & Wayne, 1997; 
Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Sparrowe & Liden, 1997; Uhl- Bien, Graen, & 
Scandura, 1997). SET argues that social exchange involves a series of interactions, 
or exchanges2 between two exchanging parties (Emerson, 1976). These 
interactions, or exchanges, are usually interdependent and together generate 
exchange relationships (Blau, 1964). Leadership, in its essence, is a process of 
social interactions in which leaders attempt to influence the behaviors of their 
members (Yukl & Van Fleet, 1992; Yukl, 2002). The dyadic relationship between 
leader and member is expected to be developed and negotiated over time through 
such interactions (Bauer & Green, 1996; Northouse, 2007, Liden, Spanowe, & 
Wayne, 1997). However, there is a long tradition in sociology and anthropology 
to focus on social relations, and to view individuals and actions as purely analytic 
elements within such relations (Emerson, 1976). For example, rather than 
studying the actions of leading people, we study leader- follower role relations; 
rather than speaking of the particular power an invidual possesses, we speak of 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
2 Some studies used the term “transaction” to represent the meaning of interaction 
or exchange. However, Blau (1964) clearly differentiates economic transaction 
from social exchanges. He maintained that “only social exchange tends to 
engender feelings of personal obligations, gratitude, and trust; purely economic 
exchange as such does not” (p. 94). So in this article, we will avoid using the term 
“transaction”.  
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power-dependence relations. As a result of this tendency, LMX theory gradually 
become narrowly focused on the working relationship and neglected the 
interactions and exchange process during a long period of evolution. A number of 
studies took a static view of the exchange process and used leader-member 
relationship quality as a simplified proxy (Yukl, 2002). These practices further 
lead to the three limitations discussed above. Therefore, I argue that it is time to 
shift our attention and focus once again on the interactions and exchanges inside a 
leader-member relationship, if we want to further our understanding of the LMX 
phenomenon. The next section will review the existing studies on the interaction 
between leaders and members.  
 
Existing Research on Interactions between Leader and Member  
          Surprisingly, only a limited number of studies have directly investigated the 
interactional process between leader and member (Table 1 exhibits a sample of 
studies on LMI, 1968 - 2010). In this limited body of literature, four major lines 
of research can be identified, namely, organizational communication, attribution 
theory, emotion and affectivity and the development of measuring instruments. 
Several other studies investigating the LMI phenomenon contributed to our 
understanding in different ways.  
          Organizational Communication. One well-studied area is organizational 
communication (Jablin, 1979). The earliest work done in this area was by Burke 
and Wilcox (1969). They argued that open two-way communication is associated 
with a satisfying and effective leader-member working relationship. Their results 
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indicated that greater openness of communication by one or both members of the 
relationship was associated with increased satisfaction. They also found a cross 
over effect for the dyadic communication between leader and member such that 
the openness of one member of the dyad was significantly related to openness of 
the other member. Though open two-way communication was found to be 
important, Webber (1970) argued that there are consistent distortions in the 
perceptions of verbal communication between leader and member. Specifically, 
he found that based on the volume and flow of communication that a leader can 
remember, he may feel that he maintains a close relationship with his subordinate 
while the subordinate feels otherwise. He concluded that many supervisors and 
subordinates may misunderstand about their relationships in a way that affects 
both their attitudes and organizational performance. Watson (1982) interpreted the 
discrepancy between leader and member’s perception of communication from a 
different perspective. He found different communication patterns within leader-
member dyads which suggest a fundamental role difference in the interaction 
process. Leaders showed resistance to member’s attempts to control the 
relationship, while subordinates showed compliance such efforts by the leader. 
Leaders exercised multiple relationship options such as dominance, equivalence, 
deference and extra; in contrast, subordinates showed more structured responses 
to the communication process. Such role differences further the discrepancies in 
the perceptions of communication between leader and member.  
          Research in the 1990s was dominated by a series of experiments which 
explored the effects of different forms of communications on the leader-member 
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interaction process. For example, Smeltzer (1992) used experiments to study 
audio-graphic teleconference mediated leader-member interactions and found no 
differences between the quality of telecommunication and physically presented 
communication (i.e., face-to-face communication). The communication styles of 
leader and member were also not significantly altered by the use of 
teleconferencing facilities. In another laboratory simulation, Johnson (1994) 
examined verbal as well as nonverbal behaviors in the conversations that involve 
leader and member. Results showed that members exhibit more conversational 
support (i.e., back channeling, positive interruptions, and talk less) than leaders 
and are less directive (i.e., qualifiers). In an interesting variation of this theme, 
Morand (2000) conducted a laboratory study that illustrated how power is 
communicated within daily interaction through specific linguistic gestures used 
by leaders and members. Specifically, he showed that subordinates generate more 
polite speech when performing a conversational act that may infringe or threaten a 
superior’s “face”.  
          More recent studies on leader member communications have taken either a 
cross-sectional or purly theoretical approach. McCroskey and Richmond (2000) 
applied reciprocity and accommodation theories to study the correlation between 
leader and member’s communication styles. They found that the supervisors’ 
Socio-Communicative Style and the subordinates’ Socio-Communicative 
Orientation were positively correlated. These styles were also found to be related 
to subordinates’ perceptions, attitudes and communication towards the supervisor. 
Huang (2002) investigated the computer-mediated communication between leader 
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and member. He found that e-mail communication frequency has a more direct 
impact on exchange quality than communication accessibility or richness. Yrle, 
Hartman and Galle (2002, 2003) examined how member’s perception of LMX 
quality influences their communication with leaders. They reported evidence that 
employees perceive differences in the level of communication, depending upon 
whether they believe they are in a higher- or lower-quality LMX relationship. 
They also found weak evidence for congruence between supervisor and 
subordinate’s perceptions of exchange quality. This study is important in that it 
provides initial evidence for the “in-group / out-group member” hypothesis that 
arises at the interaction level. Kacmar, Witt, Zivnuska and Gully (2003) tested the 
moderating effect of communication frequency on the relationship between LMX 
and job-performance ratings and found LMX to be more strongly related to job-
performance ratings among individuals reporting frequent communication with 
leader than among those reporting infrequent communication. Even more 
interesting, they found that at high levels of LMX, workers who communicate 
with their supervisors more frequently received more favorable job-performance 
ratings than workers who communicate less frequently. In contrast, at low levels 
of LMX, workers who communicate with the supervisor more frequently received 
less favorable job-performance ratings. Fix and Sias (2006) examined the 
relationship between members’ perceptions of their leaders’ use of person-
centered communication, the quality of leader-member relationship, and their job 
satisfaction. Person-centered communication was found to be more predictive of 
members’ job satisfaction than was the LMX relationship quality. Finally, 
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Madlock and Kennedy-Lightsey (2010) examined the association between a 
leaders’ level of mentoring and verbal aggression and members’ perceived 
communication satisfaction, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. 
Their findings indicated that leaders’ verbal aggression was found to be a greater 
negative predictor of a members’ job satisfaction and organizational commitment 
than was the degree of mentoring they received. This supports the presence of a 
“negativity bias”3 in the LMX relationship.  
          Research taking a qualitative approach also gained fruitful results. For 
example, Parker (2001) examined African American women executives’ 
leadership communication within majority white, male-dominated organizations 
in the United States. Based on analyses of in-depth interviews, observations, and 
archival data, he found that collaboration is worked out at the intersections of 
control (defined as more interactive and personal) and empowerment for black 
women leaders within dominant-culture organizations. Blending Rapport 
Management Theory (RMT) with LMX theory, Campbell, White, and Johnson 
(2003) proposed a conceptual model to explain how leaders can improve their 
relationship with members by focusing on the interpersonal communication 
strategy. In sum, as reviewed above, although studies on leader-member 
communication have a very rich content, they are unsystematic and scattered in 
the literature. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
3 Negativity bias refers to the condition in which the psychological impact of 
negative events tends to be longer lasting and have greater influences than do 
positive events (Rook, 1984). 
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          Attribution Process. The literature in this area has focused also on the 
attribution process that occurs when leader and member interact with each other. 
Green and Mitchell (1979) used attribution theory as a vehicle to describe the 
cause of a leader’s behavior in the interaction process. They provided a 
comprehensive review of the attribution process as well as its boundary 
conditions and proposed attribution as an important link in understanding the 
relationship between leadership situations and leaders’ behavioral responses. 
Recently, Harvey, Martinko, and Douglas (2006) used attribution theory to 
predict the influence of biased causal explanations of member behaviors on a 
leader’s functionality, as well as the leader’s perceiptions of the quality of leader-
member relationships. In particular, it was predicted that the negative emotions 
and expectancies stemming from biased attributions would promote more 
dysfunctional leader behaviors. These dysfunctional behaviors, in turn, were 
expected to reduce the quality of leader-member relationships. Gioia and Sims 
(1986) investigated attributions and verbal behaviors of leaders and members in a 
simulated performance appraisal setting. The results showed distinctly different 
patterns of managerial attribution and verbal behaviors when member were in a 
performance failure condition than when they were in success condition. In sum, 
although this line of literature provides a thorough discussion of the attribution 
process from the leader’s perspective, however, theories and evidences on the 
attribution process from the member’s perspective are severely lacking.  
          Emotion and Affectivity. Research investigating the role of emotion and 
affectivity have also contributed to our understanding of the LMI phenomenon. In 
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a laboratory simulation, Glomb and Hulin (1997) investigated the effects of 
leader’s anger and leader and member’s gender on observer’s evaluations of 
interacting leader-member dyads. They found in general that, leaders who 
expressed anger were rated more lowly than those who refrained from displaying 
anger, and female leaders were rated more highly by observersthan their male 
counterparts. Members were rated more highly when observed interacting with an 
angry leader and they were also rated more highly if observed interacting with a 
male leader. These findings were replicated later in a field study. In a qualitative 
study, Dasborough (2006) used Critical Incident Interview Technique (CIIT) to 
study how leaders shape workplace affective events. Based on Affect Event 
Theory (AET, Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), he argued that certain leader 
behaviors displayed during interactions are the sources of affective events. 
Additionally, he also reported an “asymmetry effect” of member’s emotional 
reactions which showed that employees are more likely to recall negative 
incidents than positive incidents, and that they recalled these more intensely and 
in more details. Glaso and Einarsen (2006) also examined affectivity that leaders 
and members experienced during their interactions. Four basic affective elements 
were identified: recognition, frustration, violation and uncertainty. These elements 
were found to be strongly correlated with members’ job satisfaction and their 
perceived interaction quality. In contrast, leaders’ affective experiences during 
interaction with members seemed to be less important. They concluded that the 
leader–member relationships are strongly colored by the positive and negative 
moods experienced by dyads in the interaction. 
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          Recent research on affectivity adopting an Experience Sampling Method 
(ESM; Larson & Csikszentmihalyi, 1983) gained fruitful results. Based on the 
argument of Affect Event Theory, Miner, Glomb and Hulin (2005) tested how 
positive and negative working events (including work-related, coworker-related, 
and supervisor-related events) lead to employee affectivity and how such 
affectivity is related to extra-role behaviors. Although Miner and his colleagues 
did not directly examine leader-member interactions, the study provided 
preliminary evidence of members’ immediate affective reactions to leader-related 
events. In comparison, Bono, Foldes, Vinson, and Muros’s (2007) study provided 
more direct information on the members’ emotional experiences when interacting 
with their leaders. They found that members have fewer positive affect 
experiences when they interact with their leaders than with coworkers or 
customers; members with leaders high on transformational leadership have more 
positive affect experiences; and members who regulated their affects experienced 
lower job satisfaction and higher job stress, but those with leaders high on 
transformational leadership were less likely to experience an ssociated decreased 
in their job satisfaction. In addition, the results also revealed that the effects of 
emotional regulation on stress are not easily reduced by leader behaviors. In sum, 
this line of study has greatly extended our knowledge on how leaders and 
members react emotionally when interacting with each other. However, given the 
nature of emotion and affectivity concepts, momentary evidence of leader and 
member affective experience is particularly useful and are likely to be a valuable 
contribution to the literature.     
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          Measuring Instruments. Scholars also made initial efforts in developing 
measuring instruments to capture the characteristics of the interaction process. As 
early as the 1960s, Lawler, Porter, and Tennenbaum (1968) developed a scale to 
measure leaders’ exchange episodes over the course of a working day and how 
they felt about each episode that took place. With the scale, Lawler et al. (1968) 
found that leaders felt more favorably toward self-initiated interactions than to 
other-initiated interactions. They also tended to evaluate the interactions they had 
with their superiors more positively than those that they had with their members. 
Downs and Hazen (1977), in their famous Communication Satisfaction 
Questionnaire (CSQ)4, identified one factor that is relevant to leader member 
interaction: satisfaction of communication with each other. This factor captures 
the feature of the interaction process from an organizational communication 
perspective.  Penley and Hawkins (1985) similarly developed a scale to measure 
the communication content and behaviors during leader – member interaction 
process. They believed that communication between leader and member is both 
relational and content-oriented. Although leaders may consider the primary goal 
of communication to be content-oriented, relational messages are equally 
important. Based on Motivating Language Theory (MLT, Sullivan, 1988), 
Mayfield, Mayfield and Kopf (1995) designed a Motivating Language Scale 
(MLS) to measure the leaders’ general oral communication skills and their 
strategic use of spoken language variances to motivate members. The MLS 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
4 There are a total of 7 factors identified in CSQ: satisfaction with communication 
climate, superiors, organizational integration, media quality, horizontal informal 
communication, general organizational perspective, and subordinates.	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highlights the role of language in the leader-member interaction process. Finally, 
Bhal and Ansari (1996) developed a scale to directly measure the quality of 
interpersonal interactions between leaders and members. The scale is designed in 
line with Leader Member Exchange theory and was created specifically to address 
the issue raised by Dienesch and Liden (1986). Results demonstrate that only two 
(i.e., perceived contribution and affect) out of the three proposed dimensions are 
relevant to the evaluation of interaction quality. More importantly, using the scale, 
both within- and between-groups analysis showed support for the dyadic nature of 
interaction. In sum, these studies provided important measuring instruments for 
future research on the leader member interaction process. Future studies should 
continue to test the psychometric properties of these instruments across different 
samples and provide scale refinements, while also exploring other potentially 
valid and reliable measures that are relevant to the topic.  
          Other Approaches. Alongside the four major identified streams of research 
identified above, there exist a number of studies that take different approaches to 
the leader member interaction phenomenon. For example, Tjosvold (1985a; b) 
studied leader and member’s interaction process from the angle of power. In one 
study, he examined the effect of power differences between leaders and members 
on their interaction process (Tjosvold, 1985a). His results challenged the 
assumption that it is the extent of leader’s power that affects their interactions 
with members. Rather, he found that it is the social context that matters, as it 
influences the leader’s use of power, communication, and assistance when 
interacting with members. In another study, he identified the situational variables 
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that moderate leaders’ power on low performing members during the interaction 
process (Tjosvold, 1985b). Results showed that both the attribution of the cause of 
the low performance and the social context affected the leaders’ assistance, 
communication, influence, and resulting attitudes. Alongsides power, Tjosvold 
(1989) also examined the effect of goal interdependence in the interaction process. 
He found that cooperative, not competitive, interdependence between the leader 
and member is positively related to the efficient completion of tasks, improved 
productivity, as well as to their confidence in the likely success of future 
collaborations. In another study, Wayne and Ferris (1990) tried to identify the 
determinants of interaction quality in leader-member dyads. They found that 
members’ objective performance levels and their impression management tactics 
affected the interaction quality by influencing their leaders’ liking and 
performance ratings. Dockery and Steiner (1990) simulated the initial interaction 
between leader and member in a laboratory setting in which the influence of 
ability, liking, and upward-influence tactics (i.e., ingratiation, assertiveness, and 
rationality) were examined. They found that after initial interaction, leaders’s 
liking for their members and the ability of members themselves was most 
consistently related to the quality of leader-member exchange relationship while 
for members, all variables except for self-assessed ability were related. Uhl-Bien 
and Maslyn (2000) tested reciprocity as a basis for identifying and validating 
differences in leader-member relationship quality. Results showed that reciprocity 
dimensions (i.e., immediacy, equivalence and interest; Liden et al., 1997; 
Sparrowe & Liden, 1997) clustered systematically, and that the resulting 
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relational configurations closely mirror the lower, moderate, and higher quality 
relational styles predicted by LMX theory. In a related study, Moates, Harris, 
Field, and Armenakis (2007) proposed perspective taking (defined as the 
cognitive act of viewing a situation or interaction from the point of view, or 
perspective, of someone else) as a critical component of the social interaction 
between leader and member. Results confirmed that the extent to which leader 
and member take each others’ perspective was related to the dyad’s LMX quality. 
The dispositional as well as situational antecedents of perspective taking were 
also identified. In a most recent study, Sin, Nahrgang, and Morgeson (2009) 
combined meta-analytic method with primary data collection to study leader 
member exchange agreement. The meta-analysis found that the overall agreement 
was moderate in nature (p=.37) while empirical results suggested that the extent 
of LMX agreement increases with the tenure of the relationship and as the 
intensity of dyadic interaction increases. Finally, Crevani, Lindgren, and 
Packendorff (2010) suggested a perspective within leadership research that 
focuses on leadership as it is practiced in daily interactions, rather than focusing 
on individual leaders. They defined leadership on the basis of activities and 
argued that the analytical focus should be placed on the processes, practices and 
interactions rather than on individual competencies. This paper did not take the 
members’ perspective into much consideration, which resulted in a one-sided 
view of leadership. It also did not clearly specify what kinds of practices or 
processes were worthy of focus, thus limiting its power to guide future research. 
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However, the paper is important in that it demonstrated clearly how new insights 
can be gained by studying leadership as practice.    
          To summarize, studies focusing directly on the interaction process between 
leader and member are scattered and unsystematic. The literature reviewed above 
clearly calls for a more comprehensive and systematic framework on the 
interactions in the leader-member dyads to guide future research. 
------------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 1 around here 
------------------------------------------- 
 
2.2 Basis of the Concept 
Definitions 
          This paper defines “interaction” as the process of exchanging products, 
services, information, financial instruments, and socially valued experiences 
(Schurr, Hedaa, & Geersbro, 2008). The concept of Leader Member Interaction 
(LMI) refers to the particular interactions take place between leader and member. 
It is thus defined as “a framework focusing particularly on the interdependent 
interactional episodes through which exchanges between leader and member are 
realized”.  
          In order to avoid confusions, in the following discussion, I use the term 
“exchange” or “exchange episode” to represent dyadic exchange – the 
interactional event take place between a leader and a member at a specific point of 
time. I use the term “interaction” to represent a group of interrelated “exchanges” 
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between a leader and a member. For example, “task-oriented interaction” involves 
all the exchange episodes with a focus on the task while “relation-oriented 
interaction” involves all the exchange episodes with a focus on developing 
interpersonal relationship. I use the term “exchange relationship” or “LMX” to 
represent the interpersonal relationship that derived from the interactional process.  
 
The Boundaries of the Concept 
          In order to better understand the definition, the boundaries of LMI concept 
need to be clarified. First of all, what LMI is and what LMI is not? One must 
understand that like LMX, LMI is not a theory or a construct. On the one hand, 
LMI represents all the studies whose analytic focus is on the interaction process 
between leader and member. On the other hand, LMI is offered as an overarching 
framework to guide research on a wide spectrum of organizational phenomenon 
in the leader-member exchange process such as mentoring, delegating, 
negotiating and extra. LMI framework allows different theories to approach same 
organizational phenomenon from different angles. These theories are free to speak 
to one another, whether in argument or in mutual support, to jointly further our 
understanding on the interactional process between leader and member.   
          Second, what is essentially unique in the interactions between leader and 
member? The power difference resulting from leader and member’s different 
social status fundamentally distinguishes leader – member interaction from other 
forms of social interactions such as that between coworkers, between employee 
and client, and between individuals in romantic relationships. Power refers to the 
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capacity to influence the attitudes and behaviors of people in desired direction 
(Eby & Allen, 2012). Starting with the early theoretical work of Blau (1964) and 
Emerson (1962; 1972), exchange research has been aware of the connection 
between social status and power of influence. It is widely agreed that social status 
generates power differences which plays a crucial role in social inequalities. 
Specifically, although both the leader and member have the power to influence, 
under normal circumstances, leaders have more power of influence because they 
control more valuable resources than members do (Diefendorff, Morehart, & 
Gabriel, 2010). These resources are gained through both formal and informal 
ways: leader’s position (or authority) or personal influences such as expertise, 
charisma and extra. Empirical evidence showed that compared with those low in 
power, high power individuals are less influenced by others (Galinsky, Magee, 
Gruenfeld, Whitson, & Liljenquist, 2008), they display a poorer ability to take 
others’ perspectives and were less accurate in judging others’ emotional 
expressions (Galinsky, Magee, Inesi, & Gruenfeld, 2006), but tend to be more 
motivated by organizational goals than the less powerful and are more likely to 
process information in light of those goals (Guinote, 2008; Overbeck & Park, 
2006). In comparison to leaders, members are usually in a relatively under-
privileged position because they have less resources to take to a bargain. As such, 
the difference in power is responsible for a number of organizational phenomena 
that are uniquely found in the interactions between leader and member. For 
example, leaders might violate the reciprocity rules indentified by Social 
Exchange Theory and take advantages of members and members are exposed to 
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exploitation by the leader, which leads to imbalanced exchange between the two 
parties. Walton (1969) found that the power difference between leader and 
member impedes effective communication and collaboration, while power 
equalization improves interaction. 
          Third, what does LMI theories care most? A central characteristic of LMI is 
its keen focus on the interactional episodes between leader and member, rather 
than on the working relationships. It views the interactional episodes as the 
building blocks of an exchange relationship and the basic unit of analysis. Barker 
(1963, 1968) was the first to recognize that the stream of experience that 
constitutes people’s daily lives is composed of a series of episodes that have a 
coherent, thematic organization and are associated with specific people, 
occurrences, and goals. He realized that the continuous flow of daily behavior 
could be segmented into natural units and made the concept of “behavior 
episodes” a cornerstone of ecological psychology (Beal & Weiss, 2005). As the 
naturally segmented units of activity that have a recognizable thematic coherence, 
interactional episodes between leader and member can be viewed as one type of 
behavior episodes. Based on this conceptualization, two basic levels of analysis 
can be identified for LMI research, namely, within-dyad level and between-dyads 
level. Studies on different levels investigate the exchange process from different 
angles: studies on the exchange level focus on particular exchange event or 
episode; studies on the within-dyad level focus on a series of exchanges (i.e., 
interaction) within a dyadic relationship; and studies on the between-dyads level 
focus on the exchanges across different leader-member dyads. Each level will 
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generate corresponding theories that related with theories on other levels, as will 
be discussed later in this paper.       
          Fourth, why research on LMI need to consider both leader and member? 
Dyadic interaction between leader and member is a mutual influencing process. 
As indicated by social exchange literature, the fulfillment of each party’s 
expectation is central to the concept of exchange. Exchanges that are social in 
nature are based on a trust that gestures of goodwill will be reciprocated at some 
point in the future. In the LMX literature, Hollander’s (1980) exchange theory 
also depicted the leader-member exchange relationship as a mutual influencing 
process: members need to deliver services as required by leaders while leaders 
need to provide rewards, either economic or socially, for member’s favorable 
actions in return (Jacobs, 1971; Hollander, 1980). Follow the social exchange and 
LMX literature, LMI also view mutual exchange as its core element. Therefore, 
studies involving only leader or only member will provide limited insight into the 
nature of interaction relative to studies that examine contributions by both parties. 
In other words, “it takes two to tango”.  
          Fifth, in what form do leader and member interact with each other? 
Interactions between the leader and member do not take place in a vacuum. The 
basic form of Leader-Member Interaction is face-to-face contact. Roman (1961) 
indicated that “elementary social behavior is the face-to-face contact between 
individuals, in which the reward each gets from the behavior of the other is 
relatively direct and immediate” (P. 7). With the advancement of communication 
technology, now interaction takes on different forms such as talking through a 
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phone, telecommunication, internet conference, e-mail, short message and extra. 
Each of these interaction forms has their own uniqueness which can influence  
leader and member’s interactional experiences. For example, Okdie, Guadagno, 
Bernieri, Geers, and Mclarney-Vesotski (2011) studied how impressions formed 
via computer-mediated communication differ from those formed face-to-face. 
They found that participants interacting fact-to-face formed more positive 
impressions of their partner than did those in computer-mediated communications. 
Greater self-other agreement was also found in participants who interact face-to-
face.  
           Sixth, what exactly has been exchanged during the interaction process? 
According to the mutual influencing nature of LMI, each party must offer 
something the other party sees as valuable in the interaction process (Graen & 
Scandura, 1987). In the social interaction literature, Foa and Foa (1974) classified 
things often been exchanged into six basic categories: money, goods, services, 
status, information, and affiliation / friendship. In the literature of LMX, Graen, 
Dansereau, Minami, and Cashman (1973) suggested that leaders may offer the 
following goods: discretion latitude, amount and precision of information, 
influence on decisions, formal / informal support, formal / informal attention, 
feedback, respect, recognition and rewards, attractive work assignments, and 
career opportunities. In comparison, members can offer only a limited number of 
the aforementioned exchange goods, but they may show loyalty, commitment, 
and exert additional effort as compensation. Graen and Scandura (1987) 
summarized the things that can be exchanged between leader and member into six 
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categories, including tasks, information, latitude, support, attention and influence. 
These categorizations provide clues on what constitutes an interaction and what 
have been exchanged between leader and member in the interaction process. For 
example, daily greetings between leader and member can be deemed as an 
interaction because affectivity, respect and goodwill are exchanged between the 
two parties. In contrast, leader and member presenting at a public conference, but 
do not have any contact with each other do not constitute an interaction because 
nothing has been exchanged in this process. 
          Seventh, how does these “goods” being exchanged during the interaction 
process? As pointed out by Blau (1964), “when one person does another a favor, 
there is an expectation of future return, though exactly when it will occur and in 
what form is often unclear”. Aligned with Social Exchange Theory, LMI does not 
require leader’s (or member’s) favorable acts to be reciprocated immediately and 
in exactly the same way by member (or leader). First, interaction is a process that 
comprised by a series of exchanges, in some of which leader and members gain 
favors from the other party and pay back in others. For example, sometimes 
members’ efforts were recognized by leaders immediately (in one exchange). 
More than often is the case that the leaders pay back to the member in some other 
exchanges. And it is the same case with leaders. 5 Second, leader and member 
contribute in different ways, meaning that they bring different “goods” or 
“commodities” to the exchange (Dansereau et al., 1995). For example, in high 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
5 This argument leads to synchronized vs. unsynchronized interaction 
categorization in the next session. Such categorization will have important 
practical implications as will be discussed later in the paper. 	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quality exchanges relationships, members contribute “satisfying performance” 
while leaders contribute “support for self-worth”6 (Keller & Dansereau, 1995). 
          Eighth, does the interaction need to be carried out by leader and member on 
an equal basis? Although favors might not be returned immediately or in exactly 
the same way, exchanges must be reasonably equitable or fair in the long run 
(Buunk, Doosje, Jans, & Hopstaken, 1993). Such notion is described by the 
concept of “reciprocity” in the social exchange and LMX literature. It refers to 
behavioral guidelines stipulating that individuals respond in kind to the treatment 
they have received (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005). Sahlins (1972) described 
three commonly found forms of reciprocity: generalized, balanced, and negative7. 
Build on Sahlins’s work, Liden and his colleague (1997) further proposed a 
framework called “reciprocity continuum” in which three dimensions, namely 
immediacy, equivalence and interests, were used to measure the generalized, 
balanced, and negative reciprocity (Liden et al. 1997; Sparrowe, 1998; Sparrowe 
& Liden, 1997). The reciprocity issue pertains to leader-member interaction in 
that it not only influences their cognitions, emotions and behaviors in one 
interaction, but also provides references for future interactions, which may in turn, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
6 Support for self-worth refers to the extent to which leaders show confidence in a 
member’s integrity, ability, and motivation, pay attention to the member’s 
feelings and needs, and support the member’s ideas and actions. Support for self-
worth is supposed to empower the member by increasing his / hers perceptions of 
control (Keller & Dansereau, 1995). 
7 Generalized reciprocity is characterized by indefiniteness in the obligation, both 
in terms of immediacy and equality of returns. It reflects a kind of altruistic 
interest in others. Balanced reciprocity is characterized by immediacy of the 
return of a customary and recognized equivalent and reflects mutuality in interests 
between exchange partners. Negative reciprocity reflects the antithesis of 
generalized reciprocity, in which giving is replaced by taking and complete self-
interest (Sparrowe & Liden, 1997).  
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have substantial influences on the exchange relationship between the leader and 
member. Fair exchanges generate positive attitudes as well as enhancing a solid 
exchange relationship, while unfair exchanges often lead to less satisfying 
interactional experience and create barriers for an exchange relationship to 
emerge or sustain. However, it is noteworthy that leader and member do not need 
to be “absolute” equal in the exchange. As discussed earlier, due to the difference 
of social status, leaders usually have more to offer and more freedom in deciding 
whether to offer or not, comparing to members. In such situations, members must 
cede to leaders and be exposed to the possibility of being exploited. Therefore, as 
long as the expectations of one party are met by the other during the interaction 
process, we can call that exchange as fair8.  
          Finally, what is the relationship between exchanges in the interaction 
process? Leader and member’s experiences in the previous exchanges will 
influence their experiences in the subsequent exchanges (Dasborough & 
Ashkanasy, 2002) such that what has been perceived, felt and performed by leader 
and member in one exchange will also be perceived, felt and performed in the 
future exchanges. For example, pleasant exchange experience of leader and 
member encourages future exchanges; in contrast, less will be expected in future 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
8 According to Adam’s (1965) equity theory, people (e.g., members) compare the 
ratios of their own perceived work outcomes to their own perceived work inputs 
to the corresponding ratios of a comparison other (e.g., leaders). If the ratios are 
unequal, the party whose ratio is higher is theorized to be inequitably overpaid 
whereas the party whose ratio is lower is inequitably underpaid. Equal ratios are 
postulated to yield equitable states and associated feelings of satisfaction. 
(Greenberg, 1990, p. 400). This paper argues that the fairness of an exchange 
should be defined on the basis of whether the expectations of one party are met by 
the other, rather than such “input-output” principles. 
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exchanges if one or both parties fail to deliver the performance negotiated in 
previous exchanges. Explanations can be offered from three different perspectives. 
First, due to dispositional influences (Kenny, 1996), leader and members’ 
cognitions, emotions and behaviors will show a certain level of consistency across 
exchanges. Second, draw on the theories of Operant Psychology (or called 
Reinforcement Psychology; Bass, 1990), Homan (1974) pointed out that “for all 
actions taken by persons, the more often a particular action of a person is 
rewarded, the more likely the person is to perform that action” (P. 16). Third, 
evidences showed that direct experience has a powerful effect on subsequent 
judgments (e.g., Bandura, 1986) because attitudes forged through direct 
experience are more accessible in memory (Fazio, Chen, McDonel, & Sherman, 
1982) and more confidently endorsed (Fazio & Zanna, 1978). Compared to other 
experiences, leader and member’s experiences in previous exchanges are more 
direct and salient for subsequent exchanges. In short, exchanges within a leader-
member dyad are interrelated rather than isolated; the associations between 
exchanges have important theoretical and practical implications. I will revisit this 
topic later in this article.  
          Table 2 summarized the fundamental elements included in the Leader-
Member Interaction concept.  
------------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 2 around here 
------------------------------------------- 
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Typology of Leader Member Interaction  
           Categorizing the interactions between leader and member with certain 
criteria can help us identify the unique features for different types of interactions, 
and accordingly, distinguish one from another. Such categorization further 
provides guidance for future research by showing the possible angles that studies 
may take to investigation. In the current session, four ways of categorizing the 
interactions between leader and member are offered. In particular, the first two 
ways categorized interactions according to their natures: the first way 
differentiates interactions as task-oriented and relation-oriented according to their 
purposes and the contents of the exchange; the second way differentiates 
interactions as synchronized and unsynchronized depending on the timing of the 
exchange being performed. The other two ways of categorization are based on the 
effects that the interaction have on LMX relationship9: the third way categorizes 
interactions as generative, degenerative and neutral, which indicates the direction 
of the effect; the fourth way categorizes interactions as critical and noncritical, 
which indicates the magnitude of the effect. Although the last two classification 
methods are somewhat subject to hinder sight bias, they reveal important 
information on the nature of the interaction. It is noteworthy that beside these four 
ways, other ways of categorization might also be valid, as long as they capture the 
nature of the interaction from a certain aspect. This session only provides 
examples of how this work can be done.   
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
9 This group of categorization is particularly useful for the discussion on the 
relationship between Leader Member Interaction and Leader Member Exchange 
(covered in the next session).	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          Task-Oriented Interaction versus Relation-Oriented Interaction. 
Interactions between leader and member can be classified according to their 
purposes and contents: whether it is aimed at facilitating a work progress (i.e., 
task-oriented) or improving the interpersonal relationship with the leader / 
member (i.e., relation-oriented). Task-oriented interactions include allocating a 
task, providing feedbacks, reporting work progress and so on. They usually take 
place in formal work settings such as office or meeting room. Relation-oriented 
interactions include greetings, having lunch together, chatting on non-work 
related issues and so on. They usually take place both in and out of work settings 
(Blake & Mouton, 1964; Tschan, Semmer, & Inversin, 2004). More than usual is 
that the intention of an interaction is mixed such as enhancing the relationship by 
giving a critical task to a member or reporting a major task progress in order to 
gain trust from the leader (Tschan, Semmer, & Inversin, 2004).  
          The literature does not lack discussion on this topic. For example, Back 
(1948) analyzed the interactions of leader and members in “work-centered” and 
“emotionally-toned” groups. He found that when the leader emphasized work 
performance more than did the members in previous interaction, the members 
increased their work response in subsequent interaction; and when the leader 
emphasized friendliness more than did the members in previous interaction, the 
members exhibited more friendly responses in subsequent interaction. In another 
study, Huang, Wright, Chiu, and Wang (2008) showed that while leaders 
developed LMX schemas focusing on work related issues, members’ schemas 
focused more on interpersonal concerns. In a similar vein, Zhou and Schriesheim 
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(2009) also argued that leaders tend to focus more on task-oriented sub 
dimensions when evaluating LMX relationships, whereas members are more 
oriented toward the social aspects of the relationship and perceive them as more 
important. 
          Synchronized Interaction versus Unsynchronized Interaction. Depending on 
the time of favorable actions being performed by one party and returned by the 
other party, interactions between leader and member can be roughly categorized 
as synchronized versus unsynchronized. In synchronized interactions, favorable 
actions were returned immediately (for example, greetings need to be appreciated 
immediately). In unsynchronized interactions, actions generate obligations for the 
other party, which to be fulfilled in future exchanges (for example, allocating a 
task to a member). In addition, this way of categorizing is also closely related 
with the forms that the interaction takes on: synchronized interactions can often 
be found in face-to-face or telephone-mediated communications, whereas 
unsynchronized interactions are usually found in communications via e-mails.    
          Generative Interaction versus Degenerative Interaction versus Neutral 
Interaction. Depending on the impact have or might have on the exchange 
relationship between leader and member, interactions can also be categorized as 
generative, degenerative and neutral. Generative interaction refers to the 
exchanges that have positive effects on leader-member exchange relationship 
such as an exchange in which the leader and member agree to take each other’s 
perspective. Degenerative interactions, conversely, refers to the exchanges that 
have negative effects on the exchange relationship, such as exchanges in which 
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leader refused to provide support that is required by the member. Neutral 
interaction refers to the exchanges that have neither positive nor negative impacts 
on the exchange relationship. It is possible for one interaction to have mixed 
effects with some aspects are generative while other aspects are degenerative or 
neutral.  
          Critical Interaction versus Noncritical Interaction. While interactions can 
be categorized by the direction (i.e., positive, negative or neutral) of their effects 
on the exchange relationship, they can also be categorized by the magnitude of the 
effects. Critical interaction comprised of exchanges that significantly changes the 
leader-member exchange relationship (e.g., a big fight ceases a relationship, or a 
big favor brings the trust to a new level). They are the milestones in the leader-
member relationship development process. In contrast, noncritical interaction 
includes exchanges that by itself only generates incremental effect but does not 
cause any significant change on the exchange relationship. However, combined 
with a series of other noncritical interactions, noncritical interaction is also 
capable of changing LMX relationship substantially (Schurr, 2007). For example, 
Macneil (1980) proposed that social interactions which may not be dramatic in 
nature are the essential generators of trust and understanding. Dwyer, Schurr and 
Oh (1987) also mentioned that a variety of diminished or ritualized activities that 
take place within a relationship play an important role in relational changing 
process. 
 
Leader Member Interaction vs. Leader Member Exchange  
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          To further our understanding on the concept of LMI, this session 
compares LMI with LMX to show how these two frameworks are 
distinguished but yet related. Sahlins (1965) pointed out that: “a material 
transaction is usually a momentary episode in a continuous social relation. 
The social relation exerts governance: the flow of goods is constrained by, 
is part of, a status etiquette” (P. 139). Inspired by Sahlins’s statement, I 
argue that LMI and LMX are distinguishable, but symbiotic constructs 
that mutually cast influence on one another.  
          Common Features. LMI and LMX frameworks share a lot in common. First 
and most important, these two frameworks are derived from the same theoretical 
root. They both are embedded in the board research field of social psychology and 
regard the Social Exchange Theory as their theoretical foundation. As a result, 
they share the same set of assumptions. For example, both frameworks rest on the 
assumption that leaders have limited time and energy to keep high quality 
working relationships equally across all members (Graen, 1976). Second, given 
the same theoretical root, one should not be surprised to find that the fundamental 
propositions and predictions of the two frameworks are aligned towards the same 
direction. For example, the basic tenet of LMX theory is that leaders differentiate 
their relationships with members as “in-group” and “out-group” at between-dyads 
level. Similarly, LMI predicts that such “in-group” and “out-group” 
differentiation will also be reflected on the exchange level.   
          Distinctive Features. LMI and LMX are distinctive conceptualizations. 
First, among all the differences between LMI and LMX, the most important one 
	   50	  
concerns the unit of analysis. The LMI framework focuses on the exchange 
process between leader and member, whereas in LMX theory, it is the relationship 
derived from the exchange process that are of interest. Second, exchange episodes 
are characterized as observable, discontinuous, transitory and variation. In 
contrast, leader-member exchange as an interpersonal relationship is characterized 
as unobservable, continuous, long lasting and relatively stable. Third, it is 
important to note that the sum of all interactions within a leader-member dyad is 
not equal to the LMX relationship (Hinde, 1999). Some relationship researchers 
noted that relationships involve more than the sum of repeated interactions 
(Berscheid & Reis, 1998; Hinde, 1981). Relationships are built upon the nature of 
individual episodes, but overall evaluations of relationships are based upon the 
manner in which partners aggregate, process and reflect on their interactions with 
each other (Clark & Reis, 1988).  (See Table 3 for more detailed comparison 
between LMI and LMX).  
------------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 3 around here 
------------------------------------------- 
          The Relationship between LMI and LMX. Interactions between leader and 
member are nested within their relationship and these two concepts cannot stand 
alone without referring to the other. On the one hand, the first moment leader and 
member engaged in an interactional activity signals the beginning of an exchange 
relationship. Such relationship is often unstable because it is largely built upon 
prototyping and heuristics (Hogg, 2001). On the other hand, although exchange 
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relationship will keep going for a period after the leader and member stop 
interacting with each other, such relationship will not last long if not stimulated 
by interactions, and its influence will fade away eventually. In short, an 
interaction is always accompanied by an exchange relationship while the 
exchange relationship cannot manifest itself unless through the interactional 
activities.  
----------------------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 1 about here 
----------------------------------------------- 
          Exchange relationship furnishes the background of individual interaction 
(Sahlins, 1965). That is, leaders and members who are in “in-group” exchange 
relationships are more likely to experience high quality interactions than those 
who are in “out-group” exchange relationships. First, “in-group” relationship, 
which characterized by a high degree of mutual trust, respect, and obligation, are 
expressed directly through the interaction process. The benefits of such 
relationship need to be translated from its intangible form into one party’s more 
observable actions and thus, perceivable to the other party. For example, Graen 
and Cashman (1975) showed that “in-group” exchange relationship is manifested 
by greater attention and support from the leader and larger amount of time and 
energy invested in job, better job attitude and fewer job problems from the 
members. Graen and Schiemann (1978) found that the agreement regarding the 
meaning of mutually experienced events is greater among “in-group” leader-
member exchanges than among “out-group” dyads. 
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          Second, an important mechanism through which LMX influences LMI is 
attribution. Attribution theory argues that leaders and members often act as “naive 
psychologists” when judging the cause and meaning of mutually experienced 
organizational events. It assumes a basic distinction between causal factors that 
are located within the leader / member (i.e., internal causes) and factors that are 
based in the leader / member’s environment (i.e., external causes; Heider, 1958). 
In the LMX literature, it is generally expected that assuming the performance 
levels of the “in-group” and “out-group” members are the same, when leaders 
assign causality to members’ performance, they tend to provide more favorable 
attributions to the former than to the later (Heneman, Greenberger, & Anonyuo, 
1989). Green and Mitchell (1979) described the reaction of a leader to member’s 
action as a two-stage process. In the first stage, the leader tries to determine the 
cause of the member’s action. Specifically, satisfactory actions in a particular 
exchange are more likely to be attributed to internal causes for a high LMX 
member and to external causes for a low LMX member. In contrast, 
unsatisfactory actions are attributed to external causes for a high LMX member 
and to internal causes for a low LMX member. In the second stage, the leader 
tries to select an appropriate response that is consistent with the attribution 
judgment made in the first stage. Specifically, favorable actions in a particular 
exchange by an “in-group” member are more likely to be rewarded by his or her 
leader which in turn, leads to high quality interactions. In contrast, unfavorable 
actions by an “out-group” member are more likely to be punished, which results 
in low quality interactions. In this way, leader’s stereotypes for a member tend to 
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become a self-fulfilling prophecy that perpetuates the stereotype. Similar 
attribution process can also be found when members making judgments on the 
cause of their leader’s behaviors in the interaction process.  
          Interactions between leader and member can also influence their exchange 
relationship substantially. That is, leaders and members who continuously 
experiencing high quality interactions are more likely to build “in-group” 
exchange relationships than those who are continuously experiencing low quality 
interactions. First, a series of interactions take place between leader and member 
can be summarized by their exchange relationship. Baldwin (1992) proposed that 
leaders and members develop relational schemas based on the interactional 
experiences they had previously. These relational schemas serve as role-
expectations and evaluative standards which leader and member employ 
consciously or unconsciously to assess the quality of their exchange relationships 
(Baldwin & Baccus, 2003; Kenney et al., 1994). Indeed, the LMX literature 
identified a number of factors found in the interactional process as crucial for the 
development of high-quality exchange relationships (e.g., Baker & Ganster, 1985; 
Fairhurst & Chandler, 1989; Liden et al., 1997). 
          Second, the exchange relationship of leader and member can be improved, 
damaged or maintained by interactions. Based on the directions and magnitudes 
of the effects that LMI have on LMX (see Chapter 3, session 2), the influencing 
process can be simply summarized in the following ways. Two types of changes 
can be first indentified: incremental change and disruptive change (Figure 2). 
Incremental changes are usually caused by noncritical interactions, while 
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disruptive changes are usually caused by critical interactions. In the incremental 
changing process, it can be observed that a) a series of exchange episodes that 
have positive impact (i.e., generative interaction) gradually improve the exchange 
relationship; b) a series of exchange episodes that have negative impact (i.e., 
degenerative interaction) gradually damage the exchange relationship; or c) a 
series of exchange episodes that have either positive or negative impact, or a 
series of exchange episodes that have neutral impacts (i.e., neutral interaction), 
interweaved to maintain a stable exchange relationship. In the disruptive changing 
process, the relationship can only be either improved or damaged, but not 
maintained. Specifically, it can be observed that d) one or several exchange 
episodes that have positive impact (i.e., generative interaction) substantially 
improve the exchange relationship within a short period of time; or e) one or 
several exchange episodes that have negative impact (i.e., degenerative interaction) 
substantially damaged the exchange relationship within a short period of time. 
The real life situation is far more complicated: how exactly interactions influence 
the exchange relationship between the leader and member not only depends on the 
nature of the interaction (i.e., directions and magnitudes), but also on the quality 
of the relationship as well as a number of situational constraints.  
------------------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 2 around here 
------------------------------------------- 
          Finally, since LMI and LMX can mutually influence each other, the 
direction of causal relationship is often hard to determine. Blau (1964) argued that 
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“the character of the relationship between exchange partners” might “affect the 
process of social exchange” (p. 97), meaning that the exchange relationship can 
influence the quality of the interaction. Yet, he also mentioned that “high quality 
exchanges can cause one individual to become committed to another” (p. 101), 
suggesting that an interaction may also affect an exchange relationship. 
Consistent with Blau’s prediction, research in LMX literature found that positive, 
beneficial actions directed at members by the leader contribute to the 
establishment of high quality exchange relationships (e.g., Dansereau, Graen, & 
Haga, 1975; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). Such relationships in turn, create 
obligations for members to reciprocate in positive, beneficial ways through 
interactions (e.g., Eisenberger et al., 1986; Shore &Wayne, 1993). 
 
2.3 A Nomological Network 
------------------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 3 around here 
------------------------------------------- 
          After clarifying the relationship between LMI and LMX, this session will 
be devoted to show how LMI is connected with other factors that often found in 
the work settings. As shown by Figure 3, LMX is theorized to be predicted by 
relational context and result in long-term outcomes. In contrast, LMI is theorized 
to be predicted by event context and result in short-term outcomes.  
          Relational Context. Consider leader and member’s dispositional similarity 
as an example. The Similarity Attraction Paradigm (SAP, Byrne, 1971) proposes 
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that due to self-validation resulting from perceptions of similarity, higher levels of 
similarity tend to cultivate greater interpersonal affect, attraction, and harmony 
between two parties. Behavioral Integration Theory (BIT, Hambrick, 1994; 
Schaubroeck & Lam, 2002) also posits that due to the use of shared mental 
models, (i.e., common referents in perceiving, interpreting, and acting on social 
information; Schaubroeck & Lam, 2002, p1121), greater interpersonal similarity 
facilitates mutual understanding (Bernerth et al., 2008; Deluga, 1998; Green, 
Anderson, & Shivers, 1996; Liden et al., 1997). Therefore, when leader and 
member are dispositional similar to each other, they will be more likely to feel 
self-validated and use shared mental models, both of which will contribute 
positively to their interpersonal relationship. Other examples of relational context 
of LMX include: demographic similarity, emotional intelligence, and relationship 
length. 
          Long-Term Outcomes. Consider job performance as an example. It is 
evident that job resources like work-related information, emotional support, 
performance feedback, and job autonomy are critical to employees’ work 
performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). In organizations, supervisors are the 
key provider of job resources. Presumably, members who have high quality LMX 
can obtain more resources and support from their leaders and are thus more likely 
to perform better, whereas members having low quality LMX lack relevant job 
resources and thus face more failures at work (Gerstner & Day, 1997; Scandura & 
Schriesheim, 1994; Schriesheim et al., 1992). For example, “in-group” members 
may experience less role conflict, take up more challenging assignments, enjoy 
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greater decision-making latitude, and receive extra emotional support (Gerstner & 
Day, 1997; Liden, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000). In comparison, “out-group” 
members are likely to be given mundane assignments with limited supervisory 
support (Bolino & Turnley, 2009). Other examples of long-term outcomes of 
LMX include: organizational commitment, turnover intention, and OCB.  
          Event-Context. Consider the most basic elements of an interaction event 
such as time, location, and people involved as examples. These factors are often 
overlooked, but under certain circumstances, can stand out from the background 
and play a significant role (Johns, 2006). For example, interaction taken place in 
the wrong time and wrong place generates unpleasant feelings, which potentially 
cloud leader and member’s exchange experiences; a third people presented in a 
private conversation may lower the communication openness; and leader or 
member who initiates the conversation may signals either a downward or an 
upward influence process, which employs different tactics and results in different 
outcomes. Other examples of event context of LMI may include preparations and 
expectations.   
          Short-Term Outcomes. Consider leader and member’s state affectivity as an 
example. Weiss and Cropanzano’s (1996) Affective Events Theory (AET) argues 
that experiencing certain work event leads to affective reactions, which in turn 
influence work attitudes. Probably the interactions involving leader and member 
constitute the majority of such work events. Satisfactory interaction experience 
will temporally increase leader and member’s positive affect, which in turn, leads 
to higher job satisfaction at the moment (Ilies, Johnson, & Judge, 2005). Other 
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examples of short-term outcomes of LMI may include work engagement and 
counterproductive behavior.  
          Above mentioned factors are selected from the broad literature of 
organizational behavior to give examples of typical antecedents and outcomes of 
LMI. Building a comprehensive list of variables that may relate with LMI is 
beyond the scope of this paper. Future studies are encouraged to identify more 
variables that are related with LMI.  
          Mediational Structure of the Nomological Network. An important feature of 
the nomological network of LMI concerns its mediational structure: LMI 
mediates the relationship between exchange relationship and transitory outcomes, 
while LMX mediates the relationship between interaction and permanent 
outcomes. First, if a leader wants to temporally increase a member’s work 
performance, a certain form of interaction with that member is needed because it 
provides proximal stimulus that triggers the member’s immediate and intensive 
reactions. For example, consider the situation in which the deadline of an 
emergent project is approaching which calls for more intensive efforts from the 
member. Having a good relationship with the member will to some extend help 
enhancing the member’s performance, but usually, it will be more effective if the 
leader encourages and motivates the member (to work extra hours with higher 
efficiency) through direct interactions. Second, if a leader wants to increase a 
member’s long-term work performance (i.e., increase the mean level of a 
member’s work performance), a good interpersonal relationship with that member 
will be more effective than merely several interactions. Continue the case, it is 
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foreseeable that the member’s work performance will go back to his / hers 
original level10 as the boosting effects of the interaction fade away. However, a 
good relationship can continuously motivating the member to reciprocate with 
higher work performance in a longer period (Graen, Scandura, & Graen, 1986; 
Scandura & Graen, 1984).  
          In addition, there are situations in which interactions are capable of casting 
long-term influences directly on leader or member without going through the 
exchange relationship. For example, it is possible that critical information 
emerged from a casual conversation between the leader and member and 
completely changes the member’s perception towards the organization. Similarly, 
there are also situations in which exchange relationship cast transitory influences 
directly on leader or member without going through the interaction process. For 
example, leader’s mood can be triggered by some non-interactional events which 
remind him of his relationship with a particular member. As a result, a partial 
mediating structure is hypothesized for LMX on the relationship between LMI 
and permanent outcomes, as well as for LMI on the relationship between LMX 
and transitory outcomes.  
          The meditational hypothesis is important in that it identifies the pathway 
through which leader and member use power to influence each other to achieve 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
10 Original level: refers to the mean level of work performance, also called 
Comparison Level (CL, Baron, 1966; Homans, 1961; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959). 
The amount of reinforcement stimuli (i.e., exchange benefits) obtained per 
exchange over a series of exchanges becomes, over time, a natural point on the 
scale of value for reinforcement stimuli. As an internal norm or frame of reference, 
it plays a crucial role in evaluation of the dyadic relationship. 	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both long-term and short-term goals. The mechanisms described above have been 
understudied in the leadership literature.  
 
2.4 Implications 
Theoretical Implications  
          This article raised a fundamental challenge for LMX theory development: 
there is an ambiguity in its key constructs “exchange” and “exchange 
relationship” and the two terms were often used interchangeably. However, 
according to Social Exchange Theory upon which LMX is build, “exchange” and 
“exchange relationship” are conceptualized as related but distinctive constructs 
(Blau, 1964). The primary reason accounted for this is that most studies took a 
“relation-based approach” (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995) and focus narrowly on the 
working relationship between the leader and member. The interaction process 
through which the differential relationship is developed has largely been ignored. 
This resulted in three often criticized shortcomings of LMX study: exclusion of 
fine-grained leadership theory (Rousseau, 1998), generalized examination of 
contextual factors (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Yukl, 1999, 2006) and ignorance of 
dynamic issues (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Liden & Mitchell, 1989). 
          The current paper endeavored to address these limitations by proposing the 
concept of Leader Member Interaction. LMI is defined as a series of 
interdependent exchange episodes within leader and member dyad; such exchange 
episodes will have both short-term and long-term effects on leader and members’ 
cognitions, emotions and behaviors. LMI views “exchange” and “exchange 
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relationship” as two distinctive, yet causally related constructs. In particular, LMI 
focus on the episodic interactions that take place between leader and member, 
while under the framework of LMX, it is the exchange relationship that derived 
from the interactions that are of interests. A high quality “exchange relationship” 
facilitates each individual interaction, while a series of satisfactory interactional 
experiences nourish high quality exchange relationship.  
          A major contribution of LMI is that it shifts our attention from working 
relationship to individual interactions, which allow us to observe more subtle 
actions took place inside each leader-member dyad. Just as LMX assumes that 
leader form different relationships with members (i.e., “in-group” and “out-
group”), LMI further assumes that even within a stable relationship, the episodic 
interactions between leader and member also vary from time to time. Therefore, 
LMI framework has the potential to provide fundamental solutions to the three 
above mentioned limitations in the development of LMX theory.  
          First, by distinguishing exchange from exchange relationship and 
asumming meaningful variations in the exchange episodes LMI provides a richer 
soil for more fine-grained theories. For example, the LMX literature has 
documented the effect of role expectation and met expectation on the quality of 
LMX relationship across different dyads (e.g., Feldman, 1986; Liden, Wayne, & 
Stilwell, 1993). Taking an LMI perspective, one can further test how the 
expectations before interaction influence the exchange process, how it is 
confirmed by the perceptions after the exchange, and how these met or unmet 
expectations lead to a higher or lower quality LMX relationship. This cannot be 
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done when someone examining the exchange process only from a “relational” 
perspective. Take affectivity as another example, the literature on affectivity 
suggests two different types of affectivity -“state-affect” and “trait-affect”. “Trait-
affect” as a dispositional characteristic that cast consistent influence on one’s 
cognitions and behaviors, was examined by a number of LMX studies (e.g., 
Dasborough & Ashkanasy, 2002; Sears & Holmvall, 2010). In contrast, “state-
affect” which captures leader and member’s momentary affective reflections has 
been understudied. As a consequence, for a long period, researchers only gained a 
one-sided view of how affectivity influence the leader member exchange process, 
with the momentary influences of affectivity being absented11. By taking an LMI 
perspective, researchers will be able to examine how leader and member’s 
momentary affects are going to influence the exchange process and how exchange 
generates affective reactions.  
          Second, compare to LMX studies in which only general contextual factors 
(e.g., nation and culture) were examined, studies under LMI framework is more 
capable of describing more specific contextual characteristics in the leader-
member interaction process. For example, one can examine when, where and 
under what circumstances did the interaction take place (e.g., time, location, 
physical surrounding, conversation background and extra); what has been 
exchanged through the interaction (e.g., money, goods, services, status, 
information, affiliation / friendship and extra); how such exchange is delivered 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
11 Some studies used retrospective measures to capture the momentary affective 
reactions. Data obtained by such practice suffered from both retrospective bias 
and selective bias. See “Chapter IV: Methodological Challenges” for detailed 
discussion. 	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(e.g., communication style, reciprocity and extra) and so on. In addition, some 
characteristics that are important for researchers to reproduce the scenario in 
which the interaction occurred can only be examined in individual exchange 
episode. For example, researchers have realized that the characteristics of the task 
play an important role (usually as a moderator) in LMX-performance relationship 
(e.g., Dunegan, Duchon, & Uhl-Bien, 1992; Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 
2006). Provided the fact that the characteristics of the task usually vary from case 
to case, examining its effect at the exchange level will reveal more valuable 
information.  
          Finally, LMI is more effective in modeling the dynamics of leader member 
exchange relationships. The unit of analysis of LMI is exchange episode. Through 
examining exchange episdeos overtime, LMI is able to reveal the dyamic 
trasactions between leader and member.  First, studies on LMI will help us gain a 
deeper understanding on how the differentiated working relationships between 
leader and members are formed and evolved over time. Studies adopting a LMI 
perspective are fundamentally different from the traditional research paradigm in 
that it views the interactional events as the engine of relationship change, rather 
than simply, the time. As a result, unlike most multi-wave studies whose data 
collection are based on fixed time intervals (e.g., every three or six months), 
studies adopting a LMI perspective collect data on an event basis. Such practices 
allow LMI study to record more as well as more subtle changes in the 
relationships. Second, LMI framework not only allows researchers to observe 
more tiny changes of the LMX relationship, but also provides explanations of 
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why these changes take place. As defined, LMI is conceptualized as a process that 
composed of a series of interrelated interactions. Every time leader and member 
interact, their interactional experiences contribute more or less to their perception 
towards LMX relationship. Therefore, monitoring these interactions as well as the 
associations between them may help us understand why LMX relationship 
changes.  
          From a dynamic perspective, LMI can also shed light on the issue of leader-
member agreement. Graen and Uhl-Bien (1995) commented that “expected 
agreement between leader and member reports is positive and strong and used as 
an index of quality of data” (p. 237). However, recent studies found that LMX 
agreement to be moderate at best12. Although interactions may have different 
effects on individuals - each party’s perception is their reality, the lack of 
agreement between leader and member is still perplexing because LMX theory is 
presumably dyadic in nature, and it is natural to expect that dyads view the 
relationship similarly (Sin, Nahrgang, & Morgeson, 2009). We argue that one 
reason accounted for this is that previous studies typically measuring leader-
member agreement at one particular time point only tell the story at the moment. 
They reduced a dynamic process into a snapshot, which reveals limited 
information on where the agreement or disagreement comes from and how it 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
12 For instance, Paglis and Green (2002) found a correlation of only .19 between 
leader and members’ assessment of LMX quality (127 dyads). A meta-analysis by 
Gerstner and Day (1997) across 24 independent samples with a combined sample 
size of 3460 dyads found a mean sample-weighted correlation of only .29, and .37 
when unreliability is corrected. The most recent meta-analysis by Sin et al. (2009) 
found that overall LMX agreement across 64 samples with a combined sample 
size of 10,884 dyads was only.37. 
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evolves over time. LMI framework provides a new angle to understand the leader-
member congruence issue. It argues that the interactions provide information that 
was used by leaders and members to make judgment on their LMX relationships. 
Leaders and members interacting more frequently will have a higher chance to get 
to know each other and thus, be able to make more accurate judgments (Gils, 
Quaquebeke, & Knippenberg, 2010). In comparison, those who interact less 
frequently might have more misunderstandings and thus more discrepancies in 
perceiving their relationships. Therefore, when seeing through the lens of LMI, 
one would not only understand the origins of leader-member agreement, but can 
also see the possibility that the discrepancy in two parties’ agreement can be 
reduced and even eliminated. 
 
Practical Implications  
          The LMI framework has important implications for practitioners. The 
proposed nomological network of leader member interaction suggests two basic 
influencing strategies for leaders and members: short-term influence and long-
term influence. For leaders, if one wants to temporarily increase a member’s 
performance (such as in the situation that the deadline of an emergent project is 
approaching), he / she should take initiative to interact with the member in a 
certain way rather than expect the member to increase his / her outputs 
automatically. Once the project is completed, the member’s performance is likely 
to fall back to its original level. Therefore, if the leader wants to increase the 
member’s level of performance over the long run, he / she should take steps to 
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develop a good relationship with the member. This may be achieved by 
interacting more frequently, and offering more valuable inputs during the 
interaction process. For members, similarly, if one wants to gain long-term 
benefits (such as a promotion or pay raise), he / she have to maintain a close 
relationship with the leader by showing consistent efforts rather than counting on 
a few favorable actions in merely one or two interactions. The consistent efforts 
will result in a better relationship with the leader which in turn, triggers the 
leader’s favorable action (such as granting a promotion opportunity) in return. In 
sum, LMI framework suggests different pathways through which power and 
influence can be used to achieve short-term and long-term goals. Leader and 
member should carefully differentiate between the two mechanisms, and choose 
corresponding strategies wisely.   
 
2.5 Methodological Challenges 
New Challenges 
          The unique nature of the LMI phenomenon raises new challenges for 
empirical tests. First, how can an interaction between leader and member be 
identified in field investigations? Interaction between leader and member as a 
particular form of social interaction is highly embedded in daily life. It can take 
place at anytime and anywhere: some interactions take place in work settings 
(such as in an office), some others are not; some interactions are pre-scheduled 
(such as meetings), some others take place on an occasional basis. This variability 
makes it difficult for researchers to identify leader member interactions in the 
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field. Most of the current studies rely on respondents’ self-report. However, 
related questions can be asked: how do we know these reported interactions are 
real? Will the participants report interactions in a timely manner to researchers? 
Will the participants report every interaction they had or do they report only a 
proportion of these? 
          Second, how can we trace multiple interactions in a field investigations? 
Dyadic relationships are forged in a dynamic process in which leaders and 
members interact with each other on a frequent basis. In field investigations, 
however, it is impossible (or extremely costly and time consuming) for 
researchers to be present at every interaction, due to operational constraints such 
as limited research budget and time. For this reason, most existing studies reduced 
such a fundamentally dynamic process to a mere snapshot at one point in time. As 
a result, much of the important information on particular interactions as well as 
how they are connected has been lost. Thus the challenge remains to find a 
feasible way to trace multiple interactions during a certain period which is 
relatively low cost and time-efficient?  
          Third, even if we somehow able to successfully spot and trace these 
interactions, how can we accurately record them? Survey research with 
questionnaires is by far the most commonly used method (Yukl, 2005). Most of 
the studies using survey questionnaires relied on respondents’ retrospective 
reports of their experiences. However, such memory-based evaluation has been 
shown as not highly accurate measures of cognitions, emotions or behaviors 
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(Shipper, 1991; Yukl, 2006). Thus, how do we capture leader and member’s 
immediate experiences in the interaction process with minimal distortion?  
          Fourth, if we manage to successfully record the interactions between leader 
and member, how can we analyze the data and interpret the results? Data that 
emerged from leader and member interactions often shows a multilevel structure, 
with members nested within leaders, daily measures nested within weekly 
measurements and so on. Data with a multilevel structure cannot be analyzed 
using traditional OLS model because its assumptions would be violated. In 
addition, more sophisticated analyses are required if we are to gain an in-depth 
understanding of the LMI phenomenon. However, there are many pitfalls 
associated with such analyses. For example, “difference scores” are calculated 
when evaluating the congruence between leader and member’s opinions. A 
number of methods have been proposed to calculate the score and but they have 
been widely criticized, and little agreement has been achieved.   
          Fifth, although LMI and LMX are inherently dyadic theoretical constructs 
(Hollander, 1980), the prevailing practice has not explicitly employed a dyadic 
level of analysis (Schriesheim, Castro, Zhou, & Yammarino, 2001; Yammarino et 
al., 2005). Nahrgang, Morgeson, and Ilies (2009) noted that “although the theories 
supporting the leader–member relationship speculate about the reciprocal 
influence between leader and member and the importance of both parties in the 
relationship, this has rarely been examined” (p. 256). Put differently, the dyadic 
interaction or relationship has been examined solely from either leader’s or 
member’s perspective (Scandura & Schriesheim, 1994; van Breukelen et al., 
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2006). A full test of a dyadic model would require simultaneous, matched 
perceptions of both parties in each leader and member dyad (Markham, 
Yammarino, Murry, & Palanski, 2010). Such simultaneous, matched 
measurements will be key to studies in the area of leader member agreement, 
emotional contagions, and extra.  
          Sixth, scholars have placed a strong emphasis on the alignment between the 
levels of theory and the research methods employed (e.g., Klein, Dansereau, & 
Hall, 1994; Kozlowski & Klein, 2000; Rousseau, 1985). While LMX theory 
assumes variations between different leader-member dyads, LMI assumes that 
variations also exist across different exchange episodes within each dyad. It adds 
an additional level of analysis to the traditional LMX theory, which creates more 
complexity for statistical analysis. Therefore, it is critical for researchers to 
clearly identify the level of analysis at which the phenomenon of interest occurs 
and choose the appropriate model for analysis (Berscheid, 1999; Kivlighan, 2007; 
Schriesheim, Castro, & Cogliser, 1999; Schriesheim et al., 2001).  
          Finally, although initial efforts have been made to develop measures that 
capture the characteristics of the interactional process (e.g., Bhal & Ansari, 1996; 
Lawler, Porter, & Tennenbaum, 1968; Penley & Hawkins, 1985), good measuring 
instruments for LMI research is still lacking. On the one hand, instruments used to 
measure social interactions are too general and broad to capture the uniqueness of 
the interactions between leader and member. On the other hand, instruments used 
by LMX research (e.g., LMX-7) tend to be more global and based on 
retrospections, which are more suitable for cross-sectional studies and laboratory 
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experiments. Therefore, scales that are suitable for momentary and longitudinal 
research with sound psychometric property are needed.  
          Given all these challenges, methods that are capable are needed for 
identifying and capturing leader and member’s interactional experiences on a 
continuous and timely manner. The rest of the chapter is devoted to exploring the 
potential development of such methods. Specifically, the following sections will 
offer possible solutions for above-mentioned challenges, focusing particularly on 
the research design and analytic strategy.  
 
Research Design 
          Observation. Interactions between leader and member are actual events that 
take place in real life, and therefore the most direct way to study these interactions 
is through observation. Observation allows researchers to study first-hand day-to-
day experiences and behavior of subjects in particular situations, and if necessary, 
to talk to them about their opinions (Cassell & Symon, 2004). Advantages of 
observation include: 1) the obtaining of behavioral data that subjects themselves 
would be either unwilling or unable to report; 2) the ability to make inferences 
about what caused the behavior; and 3) the ability to avoid retrospective reports.  
          According to Gold (1958), there are four ways to conduct an observational 
study: 1) “complete participant” participate fully as an organizational member, 
not disclosing his or her researcher identity or research purpose to those being 
observed; 2) “participant as observer” participate as researcher and disclose his or 
her identity and research purpose; 3) “observer as participant” participate as if an 
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organizational member, while also observing, with full disclosure; and 4) 
“complete observer” is entirely unobtrusive, with no social interaction.  
          Observational studies can also be identified as unstructured or structured. 
Unstructured observations do not seek to confirm or refute preconceived ideas, 
codes or foci of investigation. In structured observation, the observer knows the 
aspects of the individual or group behavior that are relevant to the study being 
conducted and recording plan is developed beforehand.   
          A “complete observer-structured” observation design is recommended for 
leader member interaction research for two reasons. First, due to the dyadic nature 
of leader member interaction phenomenon, observers should interfere in the 
dyadic process as little as possible. Video tape-recording allows an examination 
of leader and member’s verbal conversation, tone, volume, facial expression, 
gestures and other information without intervening the interaction process. 
Second, structured observation is more appropriate because most of the 
hypotheses to be examined are grounded in rich literature such as social 
interaction, social exchange and leadership, and established coding schema like 
Bales’s (1950, 1999) interaction process analysis is available. 
          Experience Sampling Method. The Experience Sampling Method (ESM, 
Csikszentmihalyi, Larson, & Prescott, 1977; Csikszentmihalyi & Larson, 1987), is 
also known as the Ecological Momentary Assessment (EMA). It has been 
designed to study the subjective experience of individuals interacting in natural 
environments, in a way that ensures ecological validity (Csikszentmihalyi, Larson, 
& Prescott, 1977; Gooty, Connelly, Griffith, & Gupta, 2010). There are three 
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basic sampling methods under ESM or EMA (Wheeler & Reis, 1991): a) Interval 
contingent, in which respondents report on their experiences at regular, 
predetermined intervals. Usually, these intervals represent theoretically or 
logically meaningful units of time, such as at the end of each day. b) Signal 
contingent, in which respondents report on their experiences when signaled. 
Signal intervals can be fixed, random, or a combination of both. c) Event 
contingent, in which respondents report whenever a pre-defined event occurs. Key 
concerns that arise using this method pertain to the unambiguous definition of 
events and the timeliness of reporting after the event occurs.  
          Beal and Weiss (2003) comment that ESM will be a good choice as a 
research design when: a) respondent’s cognitions, emotions and behaviors being 
measured very meaningfully over time; b) there is a desire to examine 
psychological processes in more detail, on a real-time basis, and in field settings; 
and c) there is a wish to understand the nature of prior cognitions, emotions and 
behaviors and the information will be too inaccurate if respondent attempts to 
recall. Considering the nature of LMI phenomenon, ESM stands out as an ideal 
research method. 
          In the literature on social interaction, studies adopting an ESM approach 
typically used the Rochester Interaction Record (RIR; Reis & Wheeler, 1991; 
Wheeler & Nezlek, 1977; Wheeler, Reis, & Nezlek, 1983) as measuring 
instrument. That is, participants provide detailed descriptions of their thoughts, 
feelings or actions in a standardized form (also called diary) immediately after 
each social interaction occurrs within a designated period (usually 1-2 weeks). 
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These descriptions include the date, time of onset, and duration of the interaction; 
the sex, initials, and role relationships of the other people present, as well as 
various ratings and descriptions of the event. The RIR procedure has several 
methodological advantages over retrospective and global questionnaires which 
have been frequently adopted in leadership research. It allows researchers to 
sample a broad range of interactions in naturalistic settings (Kenny, 1996) and 
accurately record participants’ immediate responses. Since participants need not 
remember their experiences over time, or average their perceptions across 
different interactions and partners, such a practice minimizes the biases that result 
from retrospective construction and thus, generate more reliable data (Bolger, 
Davis, & Rafaeli, 2003).  
          One limitation of RIR, however, has to do with the lack of scrutiny on the 
means of communication through which social interactions are carried out 
(Montgomery & Duck, 1991). The Iowa Communication Record (ICR, Duck, 
Rutt, Hurst, & Strejc, 1991) was proposed as a remedy. The ICR is a structured 
self-report form on which respondents record their recollection of conversations. 
The ICR focuses on the conversational content of the interaction as well as 
respondent’s subjective assessment of the conversation’s quality, purpose and its 
impact on interpersonal relationship (Duck & Rutt, 1988). The ICR retains some 
of the measures that are included in the RIR, but also incorporates some direct 
measures of communicative elements of the interaction. Therefore, data collected 
through the ICR provides complementary information to the RIR, which is crucial 
for LMI research.   
	   74	  
          An even more interesting method for investigating the communication 
process between leader and member is called Electronically Activated Recording 
(EAR; Mehl, Pennebaker, Crow, Dabbs, & Price, 2001). The EAR allows 
researchers to record sounds unobtrusively and directly from leader and member’s 
daily lives by asking them to wear a small, pocket-sized digital audio recorder that 
records snippets of ambient sounds (Holtzman, Vazire, & Mehl, 2010). In 
comparison to RIR and ICR, the data captured by the EAR is objective and 
representative of the ecology of leader and members’ real-world social 
interactions. 
          Despite its methodological advantages, ESM has not been widely adopted 
in the leadership research, partly because it is often costly and time-consuming 
(Beal & Weiss, 2003). In recent years, advances in communication technology 
have made mobile phone a powerful data collection tool. According to Li and 
Townsend (2008), mobile surveys can be conducted in four ways: a) SMS survey: 
in this mode, SMSs (Short Message Service) containing survey questions are sent 
to respondents, who thenrespond to the survey by replying to the messages. Their 
responses are usually collected and stored by a SMS modem attached to a 
computer. Although SMS surveys provides very limited functionality, they are a 
suitable medium for non-repetitive, large sample surveys. b) MMS survey: survey 
based on MMS (Multimedia Message Service) operates similarly to SMS but 
supports the use of multiple media component such as picture, video and voice. c) 
Mobile application survey: in this mode, cell phone recognizable applications 
containing survey questionnaires are programmed (by mobile operation system 
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J2ME13) and installed into respondents’ cell phones. Once respondents launch the 
application, their responses to the survey will be converted into short messages 
and sent out automatically to researcher. Compared to SMS survey, this survey 
mode has more flexibility in its question formats and larger capacity for the 
number of questions. It is especially suited for fixed panel and repetitive surveys. 
d) Mobile WAP / Internet Survey: in this mode, web-based questionnaires are 
developed and released through WAP (Wireless Application Protocol)14 or the 
Internet. Respondents access the questionnaire and respond to it through their cell 
phone web browsers. Responses will then be recorded by the web server. This 
survey mode has many features in common with mobile application survey, while 
offering more flexibility in question formats. 
          Survey questionnaires based on mobile phones are especially suitable for 
ESM studies adopting the RIR / ICR format because a) survey can be conducted 
almost anytime and anywhere; b) time-stamped data can be recoded and 
transferred immediately; c) easy two-way communication: can be used to send out 
reminders or offer real-time instructions; and d) manual data entry is no longer 
necessary. In sum, the pervasiveness of mobile phones combined with wireless 
connectivity to computers greatly expands the potential depth and breadth of 
empirical studies, making traditional small-sample within-subject techniques 
possible for thousands of respondents, each giving dozens of responses over both 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
13 J2ME provides a robust, flexible environment for applications running on 
mobile devices, such as electronic questionnaires. Questionnaires programmed by 
J2ME can run on most types of mobile devices, especially low-end cell phones.	  
14 WAP is a standardized protocol that enables mobile devices to access Internet 
or other applications (Vos & de Klein, 2002).	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short or long study periods (Maertz & Boyar, 2011). Although the quality of the 
data collected by mobile survey needs further statistical scrutiny, it is believed 
that mobile surveys have great potential to facilitate LMI research. (Table 4 offers 
a comparison between mobile surveys and other commonly used research 
methods, including: face to face interviews, telephone interviews, paper and 
pencil based questionnaires, and web based questionnaires). 
------------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 4 around here 
------------------------------------------- 
          Experiment. Experiments serve as an important supplement to survey 
research (e.g., ESM) when studying the leader member interaction phenomenon. 
Experimental designs allow for manipulation of independent variable and the 
subsequent assessment of its impact on the study’s dependent variable (Stone, 
1978). Advantages of experiment include: 1) highly controlled conditions 
minimize the degree of error variance and the extent to which the systematic 
variance of confounding variables influences the measures; 2) causality can be 
inferred because threats to internal validity are reduced through the use of control 
groups; 3) independent variables can be precisely defined and operationalized 
through manipulations; and 4) results can be replicated. Besides these advantages, 
experimental design is particularly useful in leader member interaction research 
because it enables the simulation of the context in which interactions take place, 
and the examination of the effects of various situational factors on interaction 
outcomes through manipulation.  
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          Critical Incident Technique. Another method that is often used to study 
social interactional events is called the Critical Incident Technique (CIT; 
Flanagan, 1954). The basic idea of the CIT is to identify the events that could 
cause an effective outcome. The behavior incidents are collected by interview or 
open-ended questionnaire from a large sample of respondents. The turning point 
events are identified as critical incidents. Critical Incident Technique is especially 
useful in exploratory research designed to examine specific, situationally relevant 
aspects of organizational behaviors. However, the CIT suffers from a number of 
limitations. A major shortcoming of the CIT is that it seldom concerns less 
momentous activities (i.e., noncritical incidents). In addition, respondents may be 
biased in their perception of what is effective or ineffective and report incidents 
that are only consistent with their stereotypes. Nonetheless, CIT has its benefits, 
and can generate reliable results when used in conjunction with other quantitative 
methods.  
          Finally, alongsides observations, experience sampling methods, experiment 
and critical incident technique, there are other research strategies that can serve as 
complementary research devices and contribute important insights from 
alternative angles. For example, it is meaningful to examine retrospective reports 
because they provide useful, complementary information (Pietromonaco & 
Barrett, 1997; Reis & Wheeler, 1991) about leader and members’ more memory-
based, global perceptions of themselves and the others party. Meta-analytic 
technique is immensely useful when researchers seek to draw a firm conclusion or 
look for potential moderators. As McGrath (1982) suggested, all research designs 
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are inherently flawed. The use of multiple research methods and designs in a 
program of research provides a level of triangulation, and may help 
counterbalance the strengths and weaknesses of particular designs. Thus, a level 
of methodological diversity should be encouraged in the LMI research “at least 
between articles, if not within them” (Greenberg, 2007, p930). 
 
Analytic Strategy  
          Multilevel Random Coefficient Modeling (MRCM). It is impossible to use 
Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) to analyze data collected in the RIR / ICR format. 
First, unless they are arbitrarily required, participants invariably generate different 
numbers of observations because of the different numbers of social interactions 
they experienced. Such data cannot be analyzed by OLS-based repeated measures 
analyses of variance because it requires that all units of analysis have equal 
numbers of observations. Second, interactions within a dyadic relationship are 
related such that what leader and member experienced in one interaction may also 
be experienced in another. As a result, the validity of within-individual analyses 
may be compromised by the fact that the observations (i.e., interactions) being 
analyzed are not independent15 (West & Hepworth, 1991). A conservative 
solution is to aggregate the data across interactions (West & Hepworth, 1991). 
However, information at the within-individual level will be severely lost in the 
aggregation process.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
15 Kenny and Judd (1996): “Observations may be dependant, for instance, because 
they share some common feature, come from some common source, are affected 
by social interaction, or are arranged spatially or sequentially in time.” (p138) 
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          Current thinking suggests that Multilevel Random Coefficient Modeling16 
(MRCM, Bryk & Raudenbush, 1992) is the best way to analyze multilevel 
structured data (Beal & Weiss, 2003; Nezlek, 2003). Although MRCM relies on 
maximum likelihood procedures to estimate coefficients, its analyses are 
functionally equivalent to calculating regression equations at one level of analysis 
(e.g., within-individual) and then using the coefficients from these equations as 
dependent variables at the next level of analysis (e.g., between-individual)17.  
          Longitudinal Mean and Covariance Structures Analysis – Multiple 
Indicator Latent Growth Modeling (LMACS-MLGM, Chan, 1998). LMACS-
MLGM is a recommended analytic framework for modeling change over time 
(e.g., the dynamics of interactional experiences). It consists of two phases. In 
phase 1, LMACS is used to examine issues of measurement invariance across 
time and across groups and preliminarily assess the basic form of intra-individual 
change by identifying the constraints on the patterns of true score means and 
variances over time. In phase 2, MLGM, which is itself an integration of means 
and covariance structures analysis and growth curve modeling incorporating 
multiple indicators, is used to directly assess intra-individual changes over time.     
          The LMACS-MLGM procedure is more effective than MRCM in dealing 
with measurement errors, detecting qualitative changes and modeling cross-
domain relationships relating different focal change variables. In comparison, 
MRCM is more flexible in randomly-varying within-subjects designs in which 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
16 This paper avoids using the term Hierarchical Linear Modeling (HLM) since it 
may be confused with the multi-level data analysis package called HLM. 
17 See Schriesheim et al. (1999) for an example. 
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there are unequal intervels of observation (Muthen & Curran, 1997) and it is also 
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CHAPTER III: LEADER AND MEMBER’S INTERACTIONAL 
EXPERIENCES AND LEADER MEMBER EXCHANGE  
 
3.1 Introduction 
          Leadership researches that adopt a “relational view” has made significant 
progress in the last few decades (Eby & Allen, 2012; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). A 
large and well-developed stream of research that focuses explicitly on the 
exchange relationship between leaders and members is called Leader-Member 
Exchange (LMX, also known as the “Vertical Dyadic Linkage Model”; Graen, 
1976). LMX theory has been studied in a wide range of organizational domains, 
such as job performance (e.g., Graen, Scandura, & Graen, 1986), job satisfaction 
(e.g., Graen et al., 1982), organizational commitment (e.g., Duchon, Green, & 
Taber, 1986), turnover (e.g., Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982), innovation (e.g., Basu, 
1991), organizational citizenship behavior (e.g., Scandura, Graen, & Novak, 
1986), empowerment (e.g., Liden, Wayne, Bradway, & Murphy, 1994), and job 
climate (e.g., Dunegan, Uhl-Bien, & Duchon, 1992). 
          Despite its fruitfulness, LMX has been heavily criticized in recent years. 
One of the criticisms concerns the lack of attention it places on the exchange 
process (Fairhurst & Chandler, 1989; Graen, 1990). According to the Social 
Exchange Theory, which is the basis of LMX, LMX is bult on a process that 
comprised of series of interactions through which the working relationship 
between leader and member is negotiated (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Gerstner & 
Day, 1997; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Northouse, 2007; 
van Breukelen, Schyns, & Le Blanc, 2006). However, research on LMX has 
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focused primarily on the exchange relationship (Bass, 1990; Gerstner & Day, 
1997; van Breukelen, Schyns, & Le Blanc, 2006) and much less attention has 
been devoted to the nature of the exchange processes in which differential 
leadership takes place (e.g.; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Waldron, 1991). As noted 
by Liden, Sparrowe, and Wayne (1997): “it is remarkable how few studies have 
directly examined exchange processes between leaders and members given the 
theoretical centrality of social exchange processes in the formation of LMX 
relationships” (p. 75). Rousseau (1998) also criticized the way LMX research 
ignores the exchange itself and argued that the exchange between leader and 
member is treated as a “black box”. To fill in this research gap, this study takes an 
“interactional” perspective of LMX and focus particularly on the exchange 
episodes that take place between leader and their members.  
          An issue that is of primary importance is the relationship between 
“exchange episodes” and “exchange relationship”. The current paper takes three 
steps to address this issue. First, we want to understand whether the differentiated 
exchange relationship will express itself in daily interactions between leader and 
member. Using a small sample of leaders and members, we build the case that as 
leaders develop differentiated relationship as proposed by LMX theory, they treat 
their members in an unequal manners when interacting with them. Next, we try to 
understand why phenomenon observed is happening by examining the causal 
relationship between leader and member’s interaction experience and their LMX 
relationship. Using a larger sample, we find that leaders and members who are in 
high quality LMX relationships are more likely to have positive interaction 
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experiences. Such positive interaction experiences in turn, enhance the quality of 
the LMX relationships in the future. Finally, we tentatively examine the 
consequences that resulting from the “interaction-LMX” relationship. We find 
that the LMX relationship is less likely to invoke leader and member’s short-term 
reactions (such as positive and negative affect). Similarly, leader and member’s 
interactional experiences are linked less directly to long-term outcomes such as 
the member’s general job performance than are LMX relationships.  
          The current paper contributes to the LMX literature in three major ways. 
First and most importantly, this paper differentiates “exchanges” from “exchange 
relationships” and focuses particularly on leader and member’s episodic 
experiences in their daily interactions. Previous studies on LMX focused 
primarily on the working relationship and the exchange process from which LMX 
is built has been understudied. New evidences for differentiated exchange 
relationship were found at the interaction level, which provides an alternative 
source of support for LMX theory. Second, the paper makes an initial effort to 
provide empirical evidences for the causal relationship between episodic 
exchanges and LMX. Consistent with the social exchange literature, we show that 
the “interaction-LMX” relationship is essentially a mutually influencing process 
such that LMX relationship can be both antecedent and consequence of episodic 
exchanges. Finally, we tentatively explored the short-term and long-term 
outcomes of the “interaction – LMX” relationship. The mediational relationship 
between interaction experience and the LMX relationship demonstrated in this 
paper identifies the pathways through which leaders and members can influence 
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each other to achieve short-term and long-term goals. Such a meditational 
structure has important theoretical and practical implications, which have not 
been documented in the existing literature.  
 
3.2 Hypotheses 
          LMX theory is rooted in Social Exchange Theory (SET, Blau, 1964; 
Emerson, 1976). The theory asserts that because of time, resources and energy 
constraints, leaders cannot develop equally positive relationships with all 
members. Instead, they develop different types of relationship with each member 
which ranging from those that are based strictly on employment contracts to those 
that are characterized by higher levels of mutual trust, respect, liking and 
reciprocal influence (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975; 
Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & Graen, 
1980). More specifically, members who are categorized as “in-group” (i.e., high 
LMX) act as “trusted assistants” and grow beyond their job descriptions. The 
remaining members are categorized as “out-group” (i.e., low LMX) and they act 
as “hired hands” who do only what is required by their job descriptions (Zalesny 
& Graen, 1987). 
          Given the centrality of this “differentiated relationship” in the LMX 
framework, it is natural to expect such “in-group or out-group membership” to be 
reflected in the daily interactions. The earliest work exploring the relationship 
between interactions and LMX relationships was done by Burke and Wilcox 
(1969) who found that open two-way communication is associated with a 
satisfying and effective leader-member working relationship. More recently, Yrle, 
	   85	  
Hartman and Galle (2002, 2003) examined how members’ perceptions of LMX 
influence their communication with leaders. They reported evidence that 
employees perceived differences in the level of communication, depending upon 
whether they believed they were in a higher- or lower-quality LMX relationship. 
These studies focusing on communication issues provided initial evidences for the 
“in- and out-group membership” hypothesis at the interaction level. Building on 
these studies, the current study continues to explore leader and member’s overall 
perceptions of interaction quality and their relations to LMX. 
 
The Causal Relationship between Interaction Experience and LMX  
          Social Exchange Theory provides important clues for the causal 
relationship between exchange episodes and exchange relationship. Blau (1964) 
argued that “the character of the relationship between exchange partners” might 
“affect the process of social exchange” (p. 97), meaning that the exchange 
relationship can influence the quality of the interaction. However, he also 
mentioned that “high quality exchanges can cause one individual to become 
committed to another” (p. 101), suggesting that an interaction may also affect the 
exchange relationship. Following from this, we argue that the relationship 
between leader and member’s interaction experiences and their exchange 
relationship is a mutual influencing process such that leaders and members who 
are in high quality LMX relationships are more likely to experience high quality 
interactions than those in low LMX relationships. These interactions in turn 
ensure that the future exchange relationship is of greater quality. 
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          Exchange relationship furnishes the background for individual interaction 
(Sahlins, 1965). The “in-group” membership which is characterized by a high 
degree of mutual trust, respect, and obligation is expressed through the interaction 
process. The benefits of such membership need to be translated from its intangible 
form to one party’s observable actions and therefore, can be perceived by the 
other party. Two streams of research in the LMX literature contribute to our 
understanding of how the LMX relationship is manifested in the interaction 
process.   
          The first stream of research concerns the communication factors that arise 
when leaders interact with their members. Muller and Lee (2002) concluded that 
the overall interaction pattern in high quality LMX dyads is characterized by 
“open” communications in which members are afforded greater amounts of trust, 
confidence, attention, inside information, negotiating latitude, and influence 
without recourse to authority. In contrast, low quality LMX dyads are “closed” 
communication systems in which leaders use formal authority to force member to 
comply with a prescribed role (e.g., Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen & Scandura, 
1987; Jablin, 1987). This is evident from the specific communication behaviours 
and activities observed in the interaction process. For example, leaders and 
members in different LMX relationships display distinctive aligning, 
accommodating, and polarizing discourse patterns (Fairburst, 1993); adopt 
different persuasive, impression management, or ingratiation strategies to attempt 
upward influence (Deluga & Perry, 1994; Krone, 1992; Wayne & Ferris, 1990; 
Wayne & Green, 1993); they utilized different types of “conversational 
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resources” (i.e., interpretive and conversational procedures) (Fairhurst & 
Chandler, 1989) and communication strategies (Lee & Jablin, 1995; Waldron, 
1991); enact different safety communication (i.e., dismissing or raising safety-
related issues, concerns, or problems; Hofmann & Morgeson, 1999); and use 
different amounts of consultation for decision making (Yukl & Fu,1999). 
Following from these studies, Muller and Lee (2002) examined the relationship 
between LMX and member’s perceptions of communication and found that LMX 
strongly influences a member’s communication satisfaction.  
          A second stream of research investigates the attribution process (Heneman, 
Greenberger, & Anonyuo, 1989, Wilhelm, Herd, & Steiner, 1993). In the LMX 
literature, it is generally expected that given the same actions of “in-group” and 
“out-group” members, when leaders assign causality to these actions, they tend to 
provide more favorable attributions to the former than to the later (Heneman, 
Greenberger, & Anonyuo, 1989). Specifically, satisfactory actions are more likely 
to be attributed to internal causes for “in-group” members and to external causes 
for “out-group” members. In contrast, unsatisfactory actions are attributed to 
external causes for “in-group” members and to internal causes for “out-group” 
members (Green & Mitchell, 1979). These attributions further lead to biased 
reactions by the leader such that satisfactory actions by an “in-group” members 
are most likely to be rewarded which leads to high quality interactions. 
Unsatisfactory actions by an “out-group” member, in contrast, are most likely to 
be punished, which results subsequently in even lower quality interactions. In this 
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way, leader’s stereotype of a member tends to become a self-fulfilling prophecy 
that perpetuates that stereotype.  
          Along with perception of interaction quality, we also expect that interaction 
frequency and duration to be affected by LMX relationship (Baker & Ganster, 
1985). However, there is no final word in the LMX literature on the question of 
whether leaders will interact with “in-group” members more frequently and for 
longer durations than with “out-group” members. Two lines of arguments lead to 
opposite predictions. On the one hand, role theory suggests that leaders may 
interact less with members in high-quality LMX relationships because they have 
greater confidence in these members and feel that less communication is 
necessary, as they do not need to be monitored at the same levels as do members 
who are perceived as being less competent (Manzoni & Barsoux, 2002). On the 
other hand, evidences show that a high frequency of interaction with leader is a 
benefit that resulting from having a high-quality exchange relationship (Liden et 
al., 1997). From leader’s perceptive, a basic assumption of LMX theory is that 
leaders develop differentiated relationships with members because of time 
limitations. These time pressures forces a leader to develop close relationships 
with only a few key members. With the rest of the work group, the leader will 
only devote the amount of time that is necessary to ensure adequate performance 
(Graen, 1976). From member’s perceptive, “in-group” members who are expected 
to work the hardest, are likely to feel neglected when interactions are absent or 
reduced, and such interactions can be deemed necessary for their continuing high 
performance. As shown by Graen and Cashman (1975), a high quality exchange 
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relationship is manifested by greater attention from the leader. Therefore, we 
expect that leader and members who are in high LMX relationships will interact 
more frequently and with longer duration. We used LMX time 0 (LMXt0) to 
represent leader and member’s initial perceptions of LMX quality and LMX time 
1 (LMXt1) to represent their later perceptions.  
 
Hypothesis 1(a, b, c): leader and member perceived LMX quality 
at time 1 is positively related to their perception of the 1a) quality, 
1b) frequency and 1c) duration of their interaction in a later 
period.   
 
           Interactions between leader and member are the building blocks of high 
quality exchange relationships, but little attention seems to have been paid to the 
effect that attitudes regarding interactions might have on the quality of exchange 
relationships (Murstein, Cerreto, & MacDonald, 1977). First, leader and 
member’s interaction experiences provide important references for their 
evaluations of exchange relationship that develops betwwen them. Baldwin (1992) 
proposed that leaders and members develop relational schemas based on the 
interaction experiences they have previously had. These relational schemas serve 
as role-expectations and evaluative standards which leader and member employ 
consciously or unconsciously when assessing the quality of their exchange 
relationship (Baldwin & Baccus, 2003; Kenney et al., 1994). Second, a number of 
factors in the interactional process were identified as crucial for the development 
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of high quality exchange relationships (e.g., Baker & Ganster, 1985; Fairhurst & 
Chandler, 1989; Liden et al., 1997). For example, Campbell, White, and Johnson 
(2003) proposed that leaders can improve their relationship with members by 
focusing on their interpersonal communication strategy. In another example, 
Harvey, Martinko, and Douglas (2006) found that the negative emotions and 
expectancies stemming from biased attributions promoted dysfunctional leader 
behaviors. These dysfunctional behaviors, in turn, reduced the quality of the 
leader-member relationship. 
          Alongside perception of interaction quality, leaders and members 
interacting on a frequent basis and with longer duration in each conversation will 
have a higher chance of developing a close exchange relationship. Members 
interacting with their leaders more frequently and for longer durations will have 
greater opportunity to display benevolent behaviors and exert upward influences. 
Leaders interacting with their members more frequently will also have a better 
chance to get to know them and therefore build a trusting relationship with them. 
Huang (2002) investigated computer-mediated communication between leaders 
and members. He found that e-mail communication frequency has the most direct 
impact on exchange relationship compare to other factors such as communication 
accessibility or richness.  
 
Hypothesis 2 (a, b, c): leader and member’s perception of the 2a) 
quality, 2b) frequency, and 2c) duration of their interactions are 
	   91	  
positively related to their subsequent perceptions of LMX quality 
at time 1.   
 
The Consequences of the “Interaction – LMX” Relationship 
          Once an understanding of the mutual influencing process between leader 
and member’s interaction experiences and their exchange relationships is 
established, we can turn our attention to the outcomes of the LMX relationship. 
The LMX literature has fruitfully explored the outcomes of LMX relationship. 
This study furthers our understanding in this area by examining the consequences 
of the “interaction-LMX” relationship as a whole. In particular, we differentiate 
the potential outcomes as being either short-term or long-term, and argue that 
leader and member’s interaction experiences are more aligned with short-term 
outcomes such as state affect. The LMX relationship, on the other hand, is more 
aligned with long-term outcomes such as member’s general job performance.  
          Take state affect as an example of short-term outcomes. It has been 
criticized that the field lacks of attentions on the emotions that leaders and 
members experience during interactions (Fineman, 1993; Briner, 2002; Glaso & 
Einarsen, 2006). Affective Events Theory (AET, Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) 
argues that the experience of certain work event leads to affective reactions, 
which in turn influence work attitudes. The interactions involving leader and 
member constiture such work event (Dasborough, 2006): satisfactory interaction 
experience will temporally increase the positive affect of both leader and member, 
which in turn, would lead to higher job satisfaction at the time of the interaction 
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(Ilies, Johnson, & Judge, 2005). Based on the argument of Affect Event Theory, 
Miner, Glomb and Hulin (2005) tested how positive and negative working events 
(including supervisor-related events) lead to employee affectivity. Although 
Miner and his colleagues did not directly examine the interaction process, the 
study provided preliminary evidence on a members’ immediate affective reaction 
to leader-related events. Glaso and Einarsen (2006) directly examined the affects 
that leader and member experienced during interactions. Four basic affective 
elements were identified: recognition, frustration, violation and uncertainty. These 
elements were found to be strongly correlated with members’ perceiption of 
interaction quality. In contrast, leaders’ affective experiences during the 
interaction seemed to be less important. Due to the proximal effect, we argue that 
leader and member’s LMX relationship will influence short-term outcomes 
through their interaction experiences.  
 
Hypothesis 3: leader and member’s perceptions of interaction 
quality mediate the relationship between their perceived LMX 
quality at time 0 and their state affects.  
 
          A well-studied area in the LMX literature is the “LMX-performance” 
relationship. It is evident that individuals exhibiting high quality LMX 
relationships tend to perform better than those who have lower quality 
relationships (e.g., Butler & Reese, 1991; Dunegan, Duchon, & Uhl-Bien, 1992; 
Duarte, Goodson, & Klich, 1994; Judge & Ferris, 1993; Graen, Scandura, & 
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Graen, 1986; LaGrace, 1990; Liden, Wayne, & Stilwell, 1993; Scandura & 
Schriesheim, 1994; Schriesheim et al., 1992; Schriesheim, Neider, & Scandura, 
1998; Settoon et al., 1996; Vecchio, 1987; Wayne et al., 1997; Weitzel & Graen, 
1989). Using meta-analysis, Gerstner and Day (1997) found an overall effect size 
of .55 for LMX and leader-rated member job performance and .30 for member 
self-rated job performance.   
          Demerouti et al. (2001) suggested that in order to meet job demands, 
employees need to accumulate job resources which pertain to the physical, 
psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that is functional to 
achieve work goals (Hobfoll, 2001). Some job resources such as work-related 
information, emotional support, performance feedback, and job autonomy are 
critical to an employees’ excellent work performance (Bakker & Demerouti, 
2007). In organizations, supervisors are the key job resources providers. 
Presumably, members who have high quality LMX relationships can obtain 
abundant resources and support from their leaders. For example, “in-group” 
members may experience less role conflict and receive more emotional support 
and direction in their daily job performance compared to “out-group” members 
(Gerstner & Day, 1997). They can take up more challenging job assignments and 
earb a greater latitude of decision-making responsibility (Liden, Wayne, & 
Sparrowe, 2000). In contrast, “out-group” members act as “hired hands” do only 
what is required by their job descriptions (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). They are 
likely to be given mundane assignments with limited supervisory support (Bolino 
& Turnley, 2009). Therefore, one may expect that members having high quality 
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LMX relationships with their leaders have access to more job resources and thus 
are more likely to perform better, whereas members having low quality LMX 
relationships lack relevant job resources and thus face more failures at work. 
Again, due to proximal effects, we argue that leader and member’s interaction 
experience will influence long-term outcomes though their LMX relationship.  
 
Hypothesis 4: leader and member perceived LMX quality at time 1 
mediates the relationship between their perceptions of the 








          Sample. We collected data from five Small-Medium Enterprises (SMEs) in 
China. All five companies are in the IT industry and their major business is to 
provide digital TV broadcasting services. To participate in the study, leader had to 
be middle-level managers with at least three employees reporting directly to them. 
After the leaders were identified, we randomly selected three of manager’s actual 
employees for each manager from all the employees reporting to him / her to 
participate in the study as members. Participation was voluntary and 
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confidentiality was assured. A total of 45 middle-level managers and 135 
employees participated in the current study. For leaders, only 22.2% of them were 
female, which well reflected the reality that it is very difficult for women to 
achieve a managerial position in China. Leaders’ ages ranged from 23 to 47 with 
an average age of 32.5, 88.9% of them had college education or above, and their 
average tenure was 49 months. Among the members, 51.2% were female, with 
ages rangeing from 19 to 38, and the average being 28.2 years, 81.7% of them had 
college education or above, and their average tenure was 25.4 months. 
          45 leaders (100%) and 124 members (92%) submitted a total number of 793 
pairs of responses, resulting in an average of 6.4 pairs / dyad. In the reflection 
survey, we asked leaders and members to provide their estimation of how many 
interactions they had every day in the past two weeks. We then estimate the 
response rate as the actual number of interactions of each dyad received divided 
by the average of leader and member’s self-reported numbers of interactions. 
Overall, we captured about 30% of the total numbers of interactions that took 
place during the data collection period.   
          We applied the following criterions for data cleaning: 1) responses that 
were submitted more than one hour after the interaction were dropped; 2) leader 
and member’s responses that were submitted more than one hour apart were 
dropped; 3) responses relating to an interaction that were not accompanied by a 
corresponding response by the other person in the dyad were dropped. After the 
data cleaning, 35 leaders (78%) and 81 members (60%) remained in the sample. 
A total of 629 pairs of valid responses were kept, which resulted in an average of 
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7.8 pairs / dyad. T-tests confirmed that dropped data was not significantly 
different from the valid sample in terms of demographics. Responses were 
randomly distributed throughout the day (Figure 7). On average, leaders and 
members submitted their responses 32 minutes (SD = 17) after the interaction; 22 
minutes (SD = 13) after leader (or member) submitted the response, member (or 
leader) responded to the survey. About 15% of the participants responded through 
the J2ME questionnaire, while 85% responded through the WAP questionnaire. 
T-tests confirmed that the data collected by the J2ME- and WAP-based 
questionnaires were equivalent. 
          Procedure. We used an event-contingent version of the Experience 
Sampling Method (e.g., Downie & Mageau, 2008; Emmers-Sommer, 2004; 
Tschan, Rochat, & Zapf, 2005). All participants were invited to a briefing session, 
in which the purpose, content, and procedures of the study were communicated. 
After the briefing, participants were asked to complete a paper-and-pencil based 
questionnaire, in which LMX was measured.  
          We employed the Mobile Survey Technique (MST, Li & Townsend, 2008; 
Song, Foo, & Uy, 2008) to trace leaders and members’ immediate interaction 
experiences in real work settings. Mobile Survey refers to survey research 
conducted via electronic questionnaires dissenminated through a mobile platform. 
Since not all mobile phones are compatible with the software (Li & Townsend, 
2008), used both J2ME and WAP as alternative methods of collecting data. J2ME 
provides a robust, flexible environment for applications running on mobile 
devices, such as electronic questionnaires. WAP is a standardized protocol that 
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enables mobile devices to access web-based questionnaires. Combining the two 
methods, most of the mobile devices on the market can be set up as convenient 
data collection tools.  
          To implement the mobile survey, a set of electronic questionnaires based on 
J2ME and WAP were programmed and installed into participants’ mobile phones. 
All participants were trained on one-to-one basis on how to use the mobile survey 
system. One day before the study began, we ran a simulation session to make sure 
that participants understood the protocol and could correctly submit their 
responses through the system. During a period spanning 10 working days in two 
weeks’ time (including extra working hours), members were required to respond 
to the survey when they have interacted with their leaders within one hour, and 
vice-versa. In the current study, we defined “interaction” as the “face-to-face 
conversations that take palce between leader and his / hers immediate members”18. 
Depending on the phone model, responses were sent back through SMSs and 
collected either by a modem attached to a computer (if the participant responded 
to a J2ME-based questionnaire), or alternatively, through 3G network to the 
online database (if the participant responded to a WAP-based questionnaire). The 
responses were time-stamped, allowing for an accurate recording of the time that 
the responses were received. Responses from leader and member relating to the 
same interaction event were matched instantly.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
18 The definition used in the current study precludes interactions that take place 
via phones, e-mails, teleconferences or others. It also precludes interactions that 
member had with other leaders rather than with their immediate leaders.	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          To facilitate the data collection process and increase response rate, we used 
SMSs to communicate with participants. Two types of SMS reminder were used: 
1. “general reminders” were sent out to all participants at 9:00am (beginning of 
working hours in the morning) and at 1:30pm (beginning of working hours in the 
afternoon) each work day. A sample of the message is “Good morning / afternoon, 
please do not forget to answer the survey after interacting with your supervisor / 
employee, thank you and have a pleasant day”. 2. “Conditional reminders” were 
sent out when leader or member submitted a survey response that was not 
accompanied by a submission by their partner. Researchers monitored the system 
from 8:30am to 9:30pm each work day, checking the system every 30 minutes so 
that messages can be sent to corresponding participants once responses from 
either leader or member appeared in the system. A sample of the message is “Hi, 
please don’t forget to submit your response for the interaction you just had with 
your supervisor / employee, thank you and have a pleasant day”. A total of 4229 
reminders were sent out during the data collection period. In addition to SMS 
reminders, participants were also encouraged to contact researchers via e-mail and 
telephone for instructions and helps whenever necessary.  
          Since data collection relied completely on the participants’ willingness to 
provide self-reported information, efforts were made to increase their motivation 
by providing monetary rewards and lotteries. In particular, for each pair of valid 
mobile survey response, leader and member each received 10 RMB 
(approximately 1.58 US dollars). No upper limit was placed on the number of 
mobile survey responses. At the end of the study, lucky draws were conducted in 
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each company. Leaders and members who submitted a significant number of 
responses were invited to enter for the chance to win an iPod-touch (of market 
value 1498 RMB, or 238 US dollars). 
          Measurement. The Back Translation Technique (BTT) 19 was used to make 
sure that survey questions were appropriately translated from English to Chinese. 
Specifically, one researcher translated the survey questions from English to 
Chinese. A second researcher then blind-translated the survey back from Chinese 
to English. The two English versions were then compared to find out whether the 
Chinese translation was equivalent to the original measurement. Finally, the 
Chinese version was revised and ready for use. 
          LMX was measured by the scale developed by Graen, Novak, and 
Sommerkamp (1982). The scale was also known as the “LMX-7”. LMX-7 is the 
most recommended and widely used instrument for measuring leader and 
member’s exchange relationship to date (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995). Sample items 
include “do you usually know how satisfied your leader is with what you do?”; 
“how would you characterize your working relationship with your leader?” 
Participants were required to mark their answers on a five-point Likert scale. 
Cronbach’s alphas for the LMX-7 scale at time 0 were 0.75 for leader and 0.85 
for member. Cronbach’s alphas for the LMX scale at time 1 were 0.83 for leader 
and 0.86 for member.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
19 We followed the rules suggested by Werner and Campbell (1970) in the 
translation process: 1. simple sentences; 2. repetition of nouns rather than use of 
pronouns; 3. avoiding metaphors and colloquialisms; 4. avoiding English passive 
tenses; 5. avoiding hypothetical phrasings or subjective mood.	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          Interaction quality is a composite score which was used to represent leader 
and member’s overall evaluation of the interaction. It was assessed by participants 
along three dimensions: interaction satisfaction, interaction effectiveness and met 
expectations. Specifically, we asked participants to rate the extent to which they 
agree with the following statements: “I’m satisfied with the interaction I just had 
with my supervisor (employee)”; “the interaction I just had with my supervisor 
(employee) is effective”; and “the interaction I just had with my supervisor 
(employee) went like I expected”. Participants were required to mark their 
answers on a five-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree). 
Cronbach’s alphas (αleader = 0.92; αmember = 0.90) confirmed that interaction 
satisfaction, effectiveness and met expectations together form a reliable measure 
of leader and member’s overall perception of interaction quality.  
          State affect was also measured using a self-developed scale20. Leaders and 
members were asked to rate the extent to which they experienced a specific type 
of affectivity during the interaction on a five-point Likert scale (1 = to a small 
extent; 5 = to a large extent). Affectivities being measured as positive affect (PA) 
includes enthusiastic, exited, happy, and pleased. Affectivities being measured as 
negative affect (NA) includes irritable, angry, bored and anxious. Cronbach’s 
alphas for PA are 0.93 for leaders and 0.95 for members. Cronbach’s alphas for 
NA are 0.78 for leaders and 0.82 for members. 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
20 Survey questionnaires used in experience sampling studies usually include a 
limited number of questions. In the current study, since participants need to report 
every interaction they have, a lengthy survey will be burdensome. For this reason, 
we used a short scale with 8 items to measure leader and member’s positive and 
negative affect.	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          The member’s general job performance (both leader-rated and self-rated) 
was measured by the scale developed by Williams and Anderson (1991). Sample 
items include “in general, the employee adequately completes assigned duties”; 
“in general, the employee fulfills responsibilities specified in the job description”. 
Cronbach’s alphas for leader and member-rated job performance scales were 0.84 
and 0.90, respectively.  
          The interaction frequency for each dyad was calculated as the total number 
of responses received divided by the number of days. Interaction duration was 
measured by an interval scale: 1 = less than 2 minutes, 2 = 2-5minutes, 3 = 5-10 
minutes, 4 = 10-15 minutes, 5 = 15-20 minutes, and 6 = more than 20 minutes.   
          Control variables include leader and member’s gender, age, education level 
and length of tenure in the organization. Besides demographic information, 
because LMX can be affected by the length of leader and member’s relationship  
(leaders and members knowing each other for a long time are more likely to have 
a high LMX relationship), we also included it as a control variable. Also, because 
the frequency and duration of interactions can be affected by the nature of the 
work (some work by nature requires more frequent interactions, or longer 
durations), we also controlled for work-related versus non-work related 
interactions. Finally, since the interaction pattern may be colored by a companie’s 
cultures and leader’s leadership style, we also dummy-coded company and leader 
groups as control variables.  
          Analysis. A multilevel structure emerged from the data such that 
interactions were nested within leader-member dyads. Also considering our 
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research question involves a mediation structure, we used Multilevel Structure 
Equation Modeling (MSEM, Muthen & Muthen, 2009) for data analysis. MSEM 
assumes that for any mediation model involving at least one “between level” 
variable, the indirect effect can exist only at the between level. Thus, it is the 
effect of the “between level” component of the independent variable (X) that can 
be mediated and the “within level” variation in the independent variable 
necessarily cannot be related to “between level” variation in moderator (M) or the 
dependent variable (Y). We tested our hypotheses according to the procedure 
recommended by Preacher, Zyphur, and Zhang (2010) with Mplus (Version 6.0). 
Hypotheses pertaining to the interaction frequency and duration were tested by 
OLS regression after necessary aggregation.  
 
3.4 Results  
----------------------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 5; Table 5 about here 
----------------------------------------------- 
          To test the hypotheses, we decomposed the model in Figure 6 into three 
mediation models as in Figure 6, 7, and 8. Model 2-1-2 examined hypothesis 1 
and 2, which predicted that LMX quality at time 0 would be positively related to 
perceptions of interaction quality, interaction frequency and duration, which in 
turn, would also be positively related to LMX quality at time 1. The indices 
indicate an acceptable overall fit for the proposed model (leader: CFI = 0.85, TLI 
= 0.82, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMRexchange = 0.00, SRMRdyadic = 0.11; member: CFI = 
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0.92, TLI = 0.90, RMSEA = 0.04, SRMRexchange = 0.00, SRMRdyadic = 0.08). The 
results confirmed that LMX at time 0 is positively related to perceptions of 
interaction quality (leader: β = .63, p < .01; member: β = .96, p < .001) and 
interaction frequency (leader: β = 1.06, p < .001; member: β = .19, p < .05), but 
not interaction duration (leader: β = .09, n.s.; member: β = -.05, n.s.). Hypothesis 
1 was partially supported. Interaction quality (leader: β = .26, p < .05; member: β 
= .19, p < .05) and interaction frequency (leader: β = .23, p < .001; member: β 
= .12, p < .01) are also positively related to LMX at time 1. Only member-
reported interaction duration has significant effect on LMX at time 1 (leader: β 
= .01, n.s.; member: β = .03, p < .01). Therefore, hypothesis 2 was also partially 
supported. In addition, the model indicates that in controlling for LMX at time 0, 
leader and members’ perceptions of interaction quality are still significantly 
related to LMX at time 1, which indicated that perceptions of interaction quality 
were able to explain some of the variances in LMX perceptions that have not been 
explained by previous perceptions. In other words, interaction experiences are 
responsible for the change of LMX perceptions.  
          Model 2-1-1 examined hypothesis 3, which predicts that perceptions of 
interaction quality mediate the relationship between LMX quality at time 0 and 
state affect during the interaction process. The indices indicate a good overall fit 
for the proposed model (leader: CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.92, RMSEA = 0.04, 
SRMRexchange = 0.03, SRMRdyadic = 0.11; member: CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.92, 
RMSEA = 0.04, SRMRexchange = 0.02, SRMRdyadic = 0.08). The results show also 
that perceived interaction quality is positively related to PA (leader: βexchange = .32, 
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p < .001; βdyadic = .60, p < .001; member: βexchange = .51, p < .001; βdyadic = .72, p 
< .001) and negatively related to NA (leader: βexchange = -.17, p < .05; βdyadic = -.46, 
p < .001; member: βexchange = -.07, n.s.; βdyadic = -.35, p < .05). The direct effect of 
LMX t0 on PA (leader: β = -.31, n.s.; member: β = .47, n.s.) and NA (leader: β 
= .00, n.s.; member: β = .05, n.s.) are not significant, which suggests a full 
mediation structure. The results confirm that interaction quality is a better 
predictor of leader and member’s state affect than LMX. Hypothesis 3 was thus 
supported.  
          Model 1-2-2 examined hypothesis 4, which predicts that LMX quality at 
time 1 mediate the relationship between perceptions of interaction quality and 
member’s general job performance. The indices indicate a good overall fit for the 
model proposed (leader: CFI = 0.93, TLI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMRexchange = 
0.00, SRMRdyadic = 0.08; member: CFI = 0.95, TLI = 0.94, RMSEA = 0.04, 
SRMRexchange = 0.00, SRMRdyadic = 0.06). The results show that leader’s LMX at 
time 1 is positively related to leader rating of a member’s job performance (leader: 
β = .89, p < .001; member: β = .44, n.s.), but the same effect was not found in the 
member model. The direct effect of perceived interaction quality on general job 
performance was not significant for either leader or member (leader: β = .05, n.s.; 
member: β = .05, n.s.). The results confirmed that LMX is a better predictor of a 
member’s general job performance than interaction quality. Thus, hypothesis 4 
was also partially supported. 
------------------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 6, 7, 8; Table 6, 7 around here 




          The purpose of the current session is two-fold: there is a wish to understand 
the causal relationship between leader and member’s interaction experiences and 
their exchange relationships and the consequences of this causal relationship. We 
found that the relationship between interaction quality and LMX is a mutual 
influencing process, such that LMX can be both an antecedent and an outcome of 
the interaction experiences. These findings are consistent with the literature of 
social exchange and LMX which have generally found that high quality 
relationships create obligations for leaders and members to reciprocate in positive, 
beneficial ways (e.g., Eisenberger et al., 1986; Shore &Wayne, 1993) and that 
positive, beneficial actions contribute to the establishment of high quality 
relationships (e.g., Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Konovsky & Pugh, 1994). 
In addition, we found that leader and member’s interaction experiences are more 
aligned with short-term outcomes such as state affect, while the LMX relationship 
is more aligned with long-term outcomes such as a member’s general job 
performance. The findings identify the pathways through which leader and 
member’s interaction experiences and their LMX relationship can cause short-
term and long-term reactions, which has not been documented in the literature.   
 
Theoretical Implications  
          Findings of this paper have important theoretical implications. First, 
measuring the exchange relationship between leaders and members in snap shots 
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can be misleading. Results of the descriptive analysis make the case that there are 
considerable variations within leader-member dyads, and that it is possible that 
experiences with “in-group” member during one particular interaction are not as 
satisfactory as interactions with “out-group” members. However, one can gain 
important information on leader and member’s relationship by observing a series 
of interactions between them. Such findings provide new evidence for the “in- / 
out-group membership” hypothesis at the interaction level, which support LMX 
theory from a different angle.  
          Second, results supported the idea that while exchange relationship and 
interaction experience are distinguishable, they are also reciprocally connected 
constructs. In particular, while the LMX relationship provides the basis for 
individual interaction taking place between leader and member, these interactions 
also provide feedback which shape their perceptions of LMX relationship in 
return. Taking the idea further, it is possible that the interactions can be one of the 
reasons why LMX changes. Given the important role that interactions play in the 
dynamic process of LMX evolution, they deserve more in-depth investigation in 
future studies.  
          Third, the mediational structure of interaction quality and LMX has add-on 
value for the development of LMX theory. The LMX literature yields fruitful 
results in exploring the outcomes of high and low LMX relationship (Gerstner & 
Day, 1997). However, previous studies seldom make a distinction between short-
term and long-term outcomes and have focused primarily on the latter. As a 
consequence, we have only an incomplete picture of the consequences of LMX. 
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The mediational structure examined in this study pointed out a possible way 
through which LMX can cast an influence on short-term outcomes – this is, 
through interactions. More importantly, it has been shown that interaction quality 
can explain some of the short-term outcomes such as emotions during the 
interaction process, which LMX was not able to. This further confirmed that the 
examination of leader-member relationship from an “interactional” perspective is 
a promising area for research.  
          Finally, the current paper has a number of methodological advantages. First, 
with the help of mobile survey techniques (Li & Townsend, 2008; Song et al., 
2008), we were able to trace leader and member’s interaction experiences in 
naturalistic settings. Second, examining leader and member’s immediate reactions 
in the interaction process lowers the bias that caused by retrospective 
reconstruction and thus, make it more reliable. Such a sample is unique and has 
not been documented in the literature. In addition, a Multilevel Structure Equation 
Modeling technique was employed for data analysis. This method is suitable for 
our research question which is characterized by a multilevel mediational structure, 
while outperforming other analytic strategies (e.g., traditional Multilevel 
Modeling) in terms of indirect effect bias, confidence interval coverage, 
efficiency, convergence, and power (Preacher, Zhang, & Zyphur, 2011).  
 
Practical Implications  
          The mediational structure found in this study generates important 
implications for practitioners. For leaders, it indicates that if one wants to 
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temporarily increase a member’s performance (such as when the deadline of an 
emergent project is approaching), he / she should take the initiative to interact 
with the member rather than counting on the member’s autonomy. Soon after the 
interaction, the member’s performance will fall back to its original level. 
Therefore, if the leader wants to increase the member’s level of performance in 
the long run, he / she should develop a close relationship with that member, 
perhaps by offering more valuable things during the interaction and interacting 
more frequently. Similarly, if a member wants to gain long-term benefits (such as 
promotion or pay raise), he / she has to maintain a close relationship with the 
leader by showing consistent effort rather than counting on a few favorable 
actions in merely one or two interactions. In sum, leader and member should 
carefully differentiate the mechanisms of how short-term and long-term goals can 
be achieved and choose corresponding strategies wisely.   
 
Limitations  
          The current study has several limitations. First, measuring LMX at two 
different time points can help clarify the causal link between interaction 
experiences and LMX. Because of the limited control afforded by field studies, 
we cannot rule out the possibility that leader and member’s interaction 
experiences were influenced by other unknown factors. Future studies using 
laboratory experiment will provide more reliable evidences on the causality issue 
of interaction experience and LMX.  
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          The second limitation of this study relates to the low response rate for data 
collection. During two weeks’ investigation period, we captured 30% of the total 
interactions that taken place between leaders and members. Despite our efforts to 
closely monitored the entire data collection process and used SMS reminders as 
well as monetary incentives to motivate responses, 70% of the interactions were 
not reported. After the study, we interviewed some participants through telephone 
to investigate the reasons. Four major reasons were emerged for the non-
submission: 1) leaders and members need to handle work-related issues (e.g., 
write memos or correct mistakes in work) immediately after interacted with each 
other. 2) Mobile survey requires participants to response whenever they have 
interaction with their leaders or members in two weeks’ time. Such practice 
creates considerable psychological burden21 (Beal & Weiss, 2003) and therefore, 
were resisted by some of the participants. 3) Under some circumstances, 
participants may not have access to the electronic questionnaires. Such 
circumstances include: no battery in participants’ cell phones, internet connection 
failure or bad signals. And 4) since mobile survey as well as experience sampling 
protocol is new to the participants, it is not habitual for them to respond. In other 
words, they simply forgot to report after having interactions.  
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
21 Beal and Weiss (2003): “Often, participants must make a commitment of days, 
even weeks, of data collection. Although each data entry is rather short, often 1 to 
2 minutes in length the perception of burden may be high when it is understood 
that data will be collected over a period of weeks, that during that period there 
will be a need for some level of vigilance to either the signal or the events of 
one’s life, and that the data collection may interfere with normal daily routines.” 
(p. 448) 
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          Finally, interaction duration lacks of significant findings in the current 
study except that it successfully predicting member’s perceived LMX at time 1. 
This is partly because the data on the duration of each interaction was reported by 
members themselves, who may not be objective reporters because of a possible 
tendency to connect interaction duration with their perceptions of relationship 
with leaders. Therefore, it is premature to conclude that whether interaction 
duration has any effect on the development of the LMX relationship. Future 
studies using more precise measures of duration will help shed light on this issue.  
 
3.6 Conclusion 
          LMX is conceptualized as an interactional process through which exchange 
relationship are negotiated. Previous studies focused primarily on the exchange 
relationship and the exchange process through which exchange relationship is 
developed has not been widely examined. Given the centrality of “exchange”, this 
paper focused particularly on the interactions and took the initial step of exploring 
the relationship between leader and member’s interaction experiences and their 
LMX relationships. The results of the study are not only consistent with LMX 
theory and the general literature on social exchange, but also revealed information 
that has not been documented in the literature. By doing so, the paper shows the 
benefits of studying the exchange relationship between leader and member from 
an “interactional perspective”. We hope this paper sheds new light on LMX 
theory development and inspires further inquiries in this area.   
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CHAPTER IV: GIVE AND TAKE: THE EXCHANGE PROCESS DURING 
LEADER MEMBER INTERACTIONS  
 
4.1 Introduction 
          Our lives are dominated by social interactions. To understand the social 
interaction process, scholars developed Social Exchange Theory (SET; Blau, 
1964; Gouldner, 1960; Homans, 1958; Thibault & Kelley, 1959). SET suggests 
that obligations are generated through a series of interactions between parties in a 
state of reciprocal interdependence (Gouldner, 1960). SET has been applied in a 
wide range of contexts such as interactions between couples, coworkers, 
employee and customers (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Grant, 2013). In 
organizational settings, an important type of interaction is the one that takes place 
between leaders and members. While leaders have been shown to be responsible 
for member’s work attitudes and behaviors, the exchange processes through 
which leaders influence their members have not been adequately addressed in the 
literature (Avolio, Zhu, Koh, & Bhatia, 2004).  
          Leader Member Exchange (LMX, Graen & Cashman, 1975), which is built 
on Social Exchange Theory, focuses primarily on the exchange relationship 
between leader and member (Bass, 1990; Gerstner & Day, 1997; van Breukelen, 
Schyns, & Le Blanc, 2006). It has been criticized for not paying enough attention 
on the nature of the exchange process in which differential leadership takes place 
(e.g.; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Waldron, 1991). As Liden, Sparrowe, and Wayne 
(1997) comment: “it is remarkable how few studies have directly examined 
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exchange processes between leaders and members given the theoretical centrality 
of social exchange processes in the formation of LMX relationships” (p. 75). 
Rousseau (1998) also criticized the way LMX research ignores the exchange itself 
and argued that the exchange between leader and member is treated as a “black 
box”. To fill in this research gap, this study takes an “interactional” perspective 
and focus particularly on the exchange episodes that take place between leader 
and member. 
          We propose a process model that describes the leader member interaction 
phenomenon and its consequences. We focus particularly on reciprocity, which 
occupies a central position in Social Exchange Theory. Reciprocity addresses the 
“pattern of exchange through which the mutual dependence of people, brought 
about by the division of labor, is realized” (Gouldner, 1960: 169–170). The idea 
that the most satisfying and stable forms of social interaction and social 
relationships are characterized by reciprocity has been the cornerstone of many 
approaches in social science (Buunk & Schaufeli, 1999). However, only a handful 
of studies have examined reciprocity as a feature of naturally occurring exchanges 
within dyadic relationships (Buunk, Doosje, Jans, & Hopstaken, 1993; Rook, 
1987). 
          We selected work engagement as a major outcome variable. As part of the 
rising trend of positive psychology (Luthans, 2002), work engagement has 
received more and more scholarly attention in recent years (Bakker, Albrecht, & 
Leiter, 2011; Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008; Bakker, Schaufeli, Leiter, & Taris, 2008). 
The driving force behind the importance of work engagement is that it has 
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positive consequences for employees and organizations such as enhanced 
organizational commitment, increased job satisfaction, improved health and well-
being, higher work performance, lower absenteeism and turnover rates, more 
extra-role behaviors and a greater exhibition of personal initiative (Halbesleben, 
Harvey, & Bolino, 2009; Newman, Joseph, & Hulin, 2010; Salanova, Agut, & 
Peiro, 2005; Schaufeli et al., 2009; Sonnentag, 2003). The role of leader, who is 
ultimately responsible for member’s attitudes and behaviors, in fostering work 
engagement has received limited research attention (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 
2011). 
          Traditional research conceptualized that individual’s general level of work 
engagement as being relatively stable over time (Mauno, Kinnunen, & 
Ruokolainen, 2007). Recently, researchers have found that work engagement does 
not differ only between individuals but also within individuals (Kahn, 1990; 
Sonnentag et al., 2010). Fluctuations have been found in the experience of work 
engagement from one day to another (Kahn, 1990; Sonnentag, 2003; Sonnentag, 
Dormann, & Demerouti, 2010). Sonnentag et al. (2010) further argues that 
examining work engagement from day to day might still be a rough assessment, 
and proposes that it may fluctuate from hour to hour (Beal, Weiss, Barros, & 
MacDermid, 2005). Responding to this line of inquiry, the current study proposes 
that the daily fluctuations are not arbitrary but can be explained by day-specific 
events such as leader member interaction (Bledow, Schmitt, Frese, & Kuhnel, 
2011; Kuhnel, Sonnentag, & Bledow, 2012). 
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          To the best of our knowledge, the current study is the first of its kind that 
examines the leader member interaction process by focusing on the actual 
exchange as well as its consequences in work settings. Most of the previous 
studies treated leader member exchange as a black box, or reduced it to an 
interpersonal relationship. The current study examined the actual interaction 
process through which exchanges between leaders and their members are realized. 
By doing so, we endeavor to return Social Exchange Theory and LMX theory to 
its original configuration, and to better understand the dynamic exchange process 
that takes place between leaders and their members.  
          The current study has the following strengths. First, as outlined above, we 
based our examination on the actual interaction event to reveal the specific 
contexts that initiate desired work outcomes such as work engagement. Second, 
we took a close look at these interaction events and captured leader and member’s 
reactions immediately after interactions. Such a momentary approach allowed for 
measurements that are close to the actual experience and that are less biased by 
retrospective recall (Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010). Third, data 
regarding the same interaction were collected from leader and member 
simultaneously. Such a dyadic approach not only reduced common method bias 
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003), but also enabled us to examine 
both sides of the story and therefore gain a more complete picture of the leader 
member interaction phenomenon. Finally, while most of previous studies treated 
social interactions as isolated events, the current study examined a series of 
interactions within ongoing relationships over a period of two weeks. Examining 
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the effect of interaction events on subsequent ones reveals much about the source 
of exchange relationships and how they influence future interactions.  
 
4.2 Hypotheses 
          Exchanges between leaders and members do not take place in a vacuum. 
According to the reciprocal nature of social exchange, each party must offer 
something that the other party sees as valuable in order to further the dyadic 
interaction process (Graen & Scandura, 1987). Foa and Foa’s resource theory 
(1974) outlines six commodities that are often exchanged in general interpersonal 
relationships, namely: money, goods, services, status, information, and affiliation. 
Graen, Dansereau, Minami, and Cashman (1973) identified the commodities that 
can be exchanged by leader and member, including latitude, information, 
influence on decisions, support, attention, feedback, respect, recognition and 
rewards, attractive assignments, career opportunities, loyalty, commitment, and 
effort. In a similar vein, Graen and Scandura (1987) divided the resources being 
exchanged between leaders and members into six categories: tasks, information, 
latitude, support, attention, and influence. However, these theoretical frameworks 
have never actually been tested and empirical evidence is lakcing on exactly what 
has been given and taken between leader and member in an exchange (Wilson, 
Sin, & Conlon, 2010). 
          Blau (1964) pointed out that rational individuals engaged in social 
exchanges are driven by self-interest. They consciously or unconsciously evaluate 
how much benefit they have gained through the exchange by weighting the favor 
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received versus the effort they have invested. Unlike pure economic exchanges in 
which the price of the commodity is explicitly negotiated, the value of a favor in a 
social exchange is rarely discussed (Brown, 1986). Adding to the complexity, 
leaders and members usually exchange different kinds of goods or services, 
because of the inherent differences in their roles and status. For example, a leader 
may give a member work latitude while the member may bring information to the 
exchange. In such situations, leaders and members will base their judgments of 
whether they have benefited from the exchange on subjective evaluations, many 
of which involve overall assessments and ambiguous criteria (Messick & Sentis, 
1983). Generally, the more favor a member receives from a leader relative to the 
effort they invested, the more beneficial the member will feel for the exchange. 
Conversely, the more effort invested than the favor received, the less benefited the 
member will feel.        
 
Hypothesis 1: a member’s perception of benefit is a function of 
both the leader and the member’s contributions, such that the more 
the leader contributes to the interaction relative to the member, the 
higher the member’s perception of benefit arising from the 
exchange.  
 
          When one person received a favor from another person, the norm of 
reciprocity obliges the return of that favor (Gouldner, 1960). Contemporary 
	   117	  
perspectives on social exchange suggest that reciprocity has both a normative and 
instrumental basis. 
          The normative perspective holds that the norm of reciprocity is a universal 
code of moral conduct (Gouldner, 1960; Ekeh, 1974; Molm, 2003). It requires 
that favors received from others be compensated and the benefactor must not be 
harmed (Gouldner, 1960). The norm has been theorized to exist universally and 
under certain circumstances, regarded as a duty (Ekeh, 1974; Molm, 2003). The 
norm, however, can be very flexible in that favors reciprocated can differ 
dramatically in form and function and need only to be roughly equivalent in value 
(Ashforth, 1993). 
          Generally, people tend to feel gratitude and liking toward those who have 
benefited them (Flynn, 2004; Lawler & Yoon, 1993; Wayne & Kacmar, 1991; 
Wortman & Linsenmeier, 1977). As a result, people derive satisfaction from 
helping their benefactors back, which leads them to allocate more rewards and 
benefits to their benefactors in the future (Barry & Fulmer, 2004; Liden & 
Mitchell, 1988; Yukl & Tracey, 1992). On the other hand, researchers also try to 
understand the motives of reciprocation from the angle of reducing the negative 
feelings generated by imbalanced exchanges. Walster, Walster, and Berscheid 
(1978) argue that individuals in social relationships prefer the situation in which 
the ratio between inputs and outcomes is the same for both partners to the extent 
that a lack of balance become associated with negative feelings. Giving more than 
one receives leads to feelings of unfairness and resentment, whereas receiving 
more than one gives leads to feelings of guilt and shame (LaGaipa, 1977). 
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Therefore, receiving favors induces a psychological state of indebtedness, which 
prompts a heightened alertness and sensitivity to opportunities that can reduce its 
negative effect (Greenberg, 1980; Uehara, 1995).  
          The instrumental perspective holds that the repayment of help can serve a 
strategic purpose - to increase the probability of receiving more favors in the 
future (Ashforth, 1993). When partners return favors they previously received, 
their interpersonal relationship is strengthened, which increases the possibility of 
future exchange (Gouldner, 1960). When a favor is not returned, the 
undercompensated individual may question the other’s willingness to live up to 
the implicit norm of reciprocity, therefore lessening his or her future investment 
in the relationship (Lynch, Eisenberger, & Armeli, 1999). Researchers have 
consistently found that the reciprocation of help was greater if the original donor 
was expected to possess valued resources and would thus be able to provide 
greater subsequent assistance (Cotterell, Eisenberger, & Speicher, 1992; 
Eisenberger, Cotterell, & Marvel, 1987; Pruitt, 1968). More resources would also 
be allocated to partners with whom future interactions are expected (Danheiser & 
Graziano, 1982; Greenberg, 1979; Sagan, Pondel, & Wittig, 1981; Shapiro, 1975). 
This is part of the reason that the felt obligation to reciprocate favors is found to 
be particularly pervasive in dyadic exchanges (Ekeh, 1974) and repeated 
interactions (Axelrod, 1984; Fehr et al., 2002; Sethi & Somanathan, 2003). 
          In organizational settings, when a leader supports a member, the member 
will sense an obligation to help the leader in return (DeConinck & Johnson, 2009; 
Eisenberger et al., 2002; Gagnon & Michael, 2004; Pazy & Ganzach, 2009; 
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Shanock & Eisenberger, 2006; Stinglhamber & Vandenberghe, 2003). From a 
normative perspective, members regard returning favors as a moral duty. They 
feel grateful towards their leaders and gain satisfaction by helping them back, or 
return favors in order to reduce negative feelings such as indebtedness. From an 
instrumental perspective, since leaders have access to critical resources (e.g., 
career opportunities, compensations and etc.), members may regard returning 
favors as a way to strengthen their interpersonal relationship with their leaders 
and to increase their chances of receiving further assistance. Thus, we expect that 
 
Hypothesis 2: members’ perception of benefit is associated with 
their felt obligation to reciprocate. 
 
          Work engagement has evolved as a core construct in the organizational 
behavior literature to describe the mental state underlying high levels of work 
motivation. It is defined as a positive, fulfilling, work-related state of mind that is 
characterized by vigor, dedication, and absorption (Macey & Schneider, 2008; 
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2010; Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonza ́lez-Roma ́, & Bakker, 
2002). Vigor refers to high levels of energy and mental resilience while working, 
a willingness to invest effort into work, and to persist even in face of difficulties. 
Dedication is characterized by experiencing a strong identification, significance, 
challenge, inspiration, and enthusiasm toward work. Absorption finally entails 
immersion in and concentration on work. Absorbed employees feel that time is 
flying and difficult to detach from work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). 
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          Social exchange entails unspecified obligations to be fulfilled in the future 
(Blau 1964; Emerson, 1976). When help is received from leaders, members will 
return the favor in different ways, including, but not limited to, task performance, 
organizational citizenship behavior, innovation, and trust (e.g., Bauer & Green, 
1996; Chen, Lam, & Zhong, 2007; Cropanzano, Rupp, & Byrne, 2003; 
Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-LaMastro, 1990; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Kamdar 
& Van Dyne, 2007). Another way by which members reciprocate the favor of 
their leaders is through work engagement. Work engagement can be viewed as a 
form of reciprocal action because it requires members to “bring in” their personal 
selves during work role performances and actively investing personal resources 
(e.g., physical, cognitive and emotional; Kahn, 1990). Such an active allocation of 
personal resources is closely associated with positive work outcomes that are 
desired by leaders.  
          Members who feel obligated to reciprocate their leaders tend to show 
greater work motivation (Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 2004). The favors of their 
leader provide indication that they value the member’s work, are willing to invest 
resources to promote their success, and caring about the member’s well-being. As 
a result, members will respond by endeavoring to execute their obligations by 
investing more personal resources to the work role, and therefore, become more 
engaged (Biswas, Varma, & Ramaswami, 2013; Rhoades & Eisenberger, 2002). 
Put differently, members who deem their leaders to be supportive will approach 
their work with greater vigor, dedication, and absorption (Saks, 2006). Thus, we 
expect that  
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Hypothesis 3: members’ felt obligation to reciprocate is associated 
with their work engagement.   
 
          The stability of a relationship depends on the perceived reciprocation of 
one’s contributions by others (Burgess & Huston, 1979) and a relationship can be 
considered stable if both parties perceive each other as contributing an 
approximately equal amount (Adams, 1965; Buunk, Doosje, Jans, & Hopstaken, 
1993; Hatfield, Walster, & Berscheid, 1978). Such an overall sense of equity can 
be achieved by balancing the giving and receiving across multiple interactions. 
For example, greater efforts will be invested in the subsequent interaction if more 
has been received than given in previous interactions. Smiliarly, less effort will be 
invested if more has been given than received. Even more importantly, the 
investment of greater amounts of effort in subsequent interactions can be viewed 
as a form of repayment of a leader’s favor, and a way for the recipient to fulfill 
their obligation to reciprocate. It is consistent with the literature that greater help 
received generally increases the amount of help returned (e.g., Berkowitz & 
Friedman, 1967; DePaulo, Brittingham, & Kaiser, 1983; Greenberg & Bar-Tal, 
1976; Greenberg & Frisch, 1972; Pruitt, 1968; Tesser, Gatewood, & Driver, 1968; 
Wilke & Lanzetta, 1970). Thus, we also expect that:   
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Hypothesis 4: members’ felt obligation to reciprocate is associated 
with their contributions in the subsequent interaction with their 
leaders.   
 
          In social interactions, partners’ readiness to return favors is influenced by 
their acceptance of reciprocity norm (Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & 
Rhoades, 2001). The acceptance of reciprocity norm refers to the personal 
disposition of individuals who are strongly oriented to direct reciprocity, who 
expect comparable and immediate rewards when they have provided favors for 
others, and who feel uncomfortable when receiving favors that they cannot return 
(Murstein, Cerreto, & MacDonald, 1977; Milardo & Murstein, 1979).  
          Previous research has found that not all individuals value reciprocity to the 
same degree and that individuals differ in the extent to which they reciprocate 
(Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Eisenberger et al., 1986). At one end of the 
continuum are high exchange-oriented individuals, who feel uncomfortable when 
someone does them a favor that they cannot repay it in some way. At the other 
end of the continuum are low exchange-oriented individuals, who are not at all 
concerned with keeping a balance between what they do for others and what 
others do for them (Murstein, Cerreto, & MacDonald, 1977). Individuals who 
adhere strongly to the reciprocity norm seek equity as an important outcome 
(Buunk & VanYperen, 1991). Therefore they are predisposed to be more 
responsive to their perceptions of how favorably they are being treated by the 
exchange partner. Acceptance of reciprocity norm has thus been treated as a 
	   123	  
boundary condition of the relationship between perceptions of exchange and 
reciprocal attitudes or behaviors, with findings suggesting that such relationships 
are stronger for those with a higher acceptance of reciprocity norm (Eisenberger 
et al., 1986; Ladd & Henry, 2000; Orpen, 1994; Witt, 1991a, 1991b, 1992; Witt & 
Broach, 1993; Witt, Kacmar, & Andrews, 2001; Witt & Wilson, 1990). Thus, we 
expect that: 
 
Hypothesis 5: members’ acceptance of reciprocity norm will 
moderate the relationship between their perception of benefit and 
felt obligation to reciprocate, such that the relationship is stronger 
among members who have a higher acceptance of reciprocity 
norm.   
 
          In organizational settings, the closeness between leader and member can be 
described by their exchange relationship, which often referred to as Leader 
Member Exchange (LMX, Graen & Cashman, 1975). LMX argues that leaders 
develop different types of relationships with each member which range from 
those that are based strictly on employment contracts to those that are 
characterized by high levels of mutual trust, respect, liking and reciprocal 
influence (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen & Cashman, 1975; Graen, 
Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982; Graen & Scandura, 1987; Liden & Graen, 1980). 
More specifically, members who are categorized as “in-group” (i.e., high LMX) 
act as “trusted assistants” and grow beyond their job descriptions. The remaining 
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members are categorized as “out-group” (i.e., low LMX) and they act as “hired 
hands” who do only what is required by their job descriptions (Zalesny & Graen, 
1987). 
          Liden, Sparrowe, and Wayne (1997) found that individuals who trust and 
respect one another would not be concerned about whether their exchanges are of 
equal value, while individuals not so close to one another may watch to make sure 
that what they receive back is equivalent relative to what they gave. Graen and 
Uhl-Bien (1995) found that as individuals begin to build trust in one another more, 
the time span of reciprocation became longer. By the time the relationship reaches 
high quality, concern about the time span of reciprocation becomes much less 
salient. Sparrowe and Liden (1997) also found that as relationship quality 
improved, individuals became more trusting and less concerned with when an 
exchange was reciprocated. Uhl-Bien, Graen, and Scandura (2000) concluded that 
high LMX dyads move out of the “active testing” processes of reciprocity: leader 
and member cease keeping score and worrying about how much and when they 
are paid back. Thus, we expect that: 
 
Hypothesis 6: leader and member’s exchange relationship (LMX) 
will moderate the relationship between member’s perception of 
benefit and felt obligation to reciprocate, such that the relationship 
is stronger among members who have lower LMX.   
 
Supplementry Analysis 
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          In recent years, scholars have become increasingly aware of the critical 
interpersonal function of emotion in social interactions (Barsade, Brief, & Spataro, 
2003; Van Kleef et al., 2009; Van Kleef et al., 2010a; Van Kleef et al., 2010b). 
Emotions are evoked by social interactions, and also serve as a form of 
communication that influences the attitudes and behaviors of others in social 
interactions (Fridlund, 1994; Frijda, 1986; Parkinson, 1996; Van Kleef et al., 
2010a, b). In organizational settings, the emotions of a leader provide an 
immediate social context which influences member’s attitudes and behaviors in 
critical ways (Gooty, Connelly, Griffith, & Gupta, 2010). Again, few empirical 
studies have examined leaders’ and members’ emotions in naturalistic settings at 
the dyadic level, despite that emotions are context and interaction-specific in 
nature (Gooty, Connelly, Griffith, & Gupta, 2010). 
          Social exchange and emotions are two well-established paradigms with 
distinctive traditions and assumptions about human behavior (Collins, 1981; 
Hochschild, 1983; Kemper, 1990; Molm & Cook, 1995; Scheff, 1990). Lawler 
and Thye (1999) summarize that “the actors of exchange theories are 
individualistic, instrumental, and emotionally vacuous, whereas those of emotion 
theories are socially oriented, expressive, and emotionally deep and complex. The 
former are driven by reason, the latter by passion” (p. 238). It was not until 
recently that researchers began to consider the possibility of merging these two 
lines of research (e.g., Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, & Rhoades, 2001; 
Lawler & Yoon, 1993, 1996, 1998). They found that emotion plays an important 
role in the exchange process as it furnishes the context, alters the process, and 
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influences the outcomes. To gain a more comprehensive picture, the current paper 
considers both lines of enquiry and proposes that social exchange and emotion 
represent two different but intertwined mechanisms that drive the leader member 
interaction process and together influence interaction outcomes.  
          In this emerging line of literature, there are two distinct ways by which an 
individual’s emotions may influence others: contagion and signaling (Van Kleef, 
2009). Emotional contagion occurs when a person unintentionally “catches” 
another’s emotion (Anderson et al., 2003; Hatfield, Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1994; 
Kelly & Barsade, 2001). During the contagion process, individuals will non-
consciously mimic their partner’s emotions through social learning, empathy, and 
transference (Nelson, Klein, & Irvin, 2003). Empirical evidence supporting 
emotional contagion have been obtained both in the laboratory (e.g., Sy, Cote, & 
Saavedra, 2005) and in the field (e.g., Barger & Grandey, 2006; Song, Foo, & Uy, 
2008; Totterdell et al., 1998).  
          Emotional signaling, as another mechanism, suggested that people can also 
consciously aware of another others’ emotions (Cropanzano, Weiss, Hale, & Reb, 
2003; Elfenbein, 2007; Lazarus, 1991). It assumes that emotions convey 
meaningful information to an interaction partner about an individual’s current 
feelings, intentions, and orientation toward the relationship (Van Kleef et al., 
2004). During the signaling process, individuals will assess their partner’s 
emotions by observing their tone, facial expressions, and gestures (Ambady & 
Rosenthal, 1992; Gooty et al., 2010). As a result, when the partner experiences 
positive emotions, it is likely that the individual will perceive that their partners 
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are happy, excited, or pleasant (Elfenbein, 2007). In response, the individual can 
make judgments or choose their subsequent actions based on the information they 
infer from their partners’ emotions (Filipowicz et al., 2011; Miron-Spektor et al., 
2011; Van Kleef et al., 2009). 
          A leader’s display of positive emotion generally implies encouragement, 
affiliation, and rewards (Carlson, Charlin, & Miller, 1988; Elfenbein, 2007; 
Larsen & Ketelaar, 1991). In the context of leader member interaction, the 
positive emotions of a leader trigger similar levels of positive emotion in a 
member (George, 2000; Sy et al., 2005) because of their automatic mimicking or 
conscious learning of the leaders’ positive tone, facial expressions, and gestures 
(Kelly & Barsade, 2001; Sy et al., 2005).  
          Although emotions cast a mutual influence on both the leader and the 
member, we focus particularly on the influence of the leader’s emotion on that of 
the member. Research finds that in social interactions involving parties with 
differential levels of power, it is more likely that individuals with less power will 
pick up the emotions of those with more power than the reverse (Anderson, 
Keltner, & John, 2003). Therefore, members who are more dependent on high-
status individuals would attend more to the emotions of their leaders (Van Kleef 
et al., 2004).  
          The emerging trend of positive psychology (e.g., Luthans, 2002; Luthans & 
Youssef, 2007), which calls for attention on optimal functioning, excellence, 
growth, and flourishing, encouraged us to focus on positive emotions. This trend 
coincides with the increasing emphasis on work engagement, which points to the 
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importance of a positive work attitude (Bakker & Schaufeli, 2008; Seligman & 
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).  While our focus on positive emotions does not 
necessarily mean that negative emotions are unimportant, we focus on positive 
emotions in this study in the interest of parsimony. Thus, we expect that a leader’s 
positive emotion will be associated with member’s positive emotion.  
          The emotion literature suggests a number of ways through which emotions 
influence people’s judgments and decisions (Forgas, 1995). The Affect Priming 
Model (APM, Bower, 1981), for instance, argues that affect can prime the 
encoding, retrieval, and selective use of information in the constructive processing 
of social judgments. As a result, individuals experiencing positive emotion tend to 
perceive, interpret, and remember events in a more positive light than individuals 
experiencing negative emotions (Bower, 1981, 1991; Isen, 1987). In 
organizational settings, positive emotions can prime members to think about the 
favorable characteristics of their leaders, which then generates trust, liking and 
commitment. Under such condition, members will be more willing to reciprocate 
their leaders’ favors and will gain greater satisfaction from doing so.  
          In addition, individuals may also use their affect as a source of information 
when making judgments and decisions. The Affect as Information Theory (AIT, 
Schwarz & Clore, 1983) contends that people usually hold a target in mind and 
asking themselves “how do I feel about it”, and then inferring their liking of it 
from the feelings that arise (Clore, 1992; Schwarz & Clore, 1983, 1988). People 
experiencing positive emotions will interpret the environment as benign, which 
allows them to rely on their usual routines and pre-existing knowledge. Those 
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experiencing negative emotions will interpret the environment as problematic and 
tend to believe that specific actions need to be taken to rectify the situation 
(Carver, 2003). In the current scenario, positive emotions will make members feel 
that the situation is safe, and would encourage them to act in favor of their 
benefactors (their leaders) such as returning the favors previously received. Based 
on the above analysis, we expect that member’s positive emotion will be 
associated with their felt obligation to reciprocate. 
          As work engagement is characterized by high involvement of the self and 
presence of positive work-related feelings, it is particularly dependent on 
emotions (Kahn, 1990; Rich, Lepine, & Crawford, 2010). Although there is wide 
theoretical agreement and abundant empirical evidence that work motivations are 
closely tied to affect (e.g., Carver & Scheier, 1990; Ilies & Judge, 2005; Judge & 
Ilies, 2002), the predictive value of positive emotions on work engagement has 
not received much attention (Ouweneel, Le Blanc, Schaufeli, & van Wijhe, 2012). 
          Theories of self-regulation explain why there is a close relationship 
between positive emotion and work engagement (Kahn, 1990; Schaufeli et al., 
2002). It states that positive emotion plays an important role for initiating goal-
directed actions, a precondition for work engagement (Kazen, Kaschel, & Kuhl, 
2008). When experiencing positive emotions, individuals set high goals for their 
work and believe that engaging in that work yields positive outcomes (Hakanen, 
Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2006; Ilies & Judge, 2005). Therefore, individuals in 
positive emotions are more likely to take actions that help them achieve work 
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goals, such as approaching work with more positive attitudes (Elliot, 2006; Frijda, 
1988). 
          The Broaden and Build Theory (BBT, Fredrickson, 2001) provides an 
alternative explanation. It states that positive emotions “broaden” an individual’s 
thought–action repertoire and “build” that individual’s personal resources. 
Positive emotions momentarily broaden people’s thinking, enabling them to draw 
on a wider range of ideas and explore novel and creative actions, which in turn 
help them increase their energy levels, feel passionate about and concentrate on 
work (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004). Moreover, these broadened outlooks help 
individuals to build consequential personal resources (Fredrickson, 1998). 
Individuals with these resources are also more likely to take advantage of 
opportunities at work, effectively meet work challenges and thus, become 
engaged at work (Cohn, 2008). 
          Consistent with self-regulation and the Broaden and Build Theory, 
empirical evidences showed that positive emotions such as enthusiasm, 
satisfaction, and comfort do predict work engagement (Avey et al., 2008; 
Ouweneel et al., 2011; Salanova et al., 2011). Thus, we expected that members’ 
positive emotion will be associated with their work engagement.   
----------------------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 9 about here 
----------------------------------------------- 
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4.3 Methods 
Sample 
          Data were collected from a national web-based TV broadcaster22 in China. 
The company serves as a globalized and multi-terminal online video platform. 
Participant recruitment was targeted on middle-level managers and their 
subordinates. After the managers agreed to participate in the study as “leader”, we 
randomly select 3-4 subordinates that directly report to them to participate as 
“member”. 24 managers and 74 of their subordinates were recruited, which forms 
24 leader groups and 74 leader-member dyads.  
          24 leaders (100%) and 73 members (98.6%) submitted a total number of 
1562 surveys. 1422 of the surveys were paired which resulted in 711 valid 
responses (9.7 pairs / dyad on average). At the end of the study, we asked leaders 
and members to provide their estimation of the number of interactions they had 
every day on average in the past two weeks. Then, we estimated the response rate 
as the actual number of interactions received from each dyad divided by the 
average of leader and member’s self-reported numbers of interactions. Overall, 
we captured about 55% of the total number of interactions that took place during 
the data collection period.   
          We cleaned the data with the following procedure: a) responses that 
submitted more than one hour after the interaction were dropped; b) leader and 
member’s responses submitted more than one hour from each other were dropped; 
c) leaders and members who submitted only one response were dropped. After the 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
22 The company is not included in the sample used in Study 1.  
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data was cleaned, 24 leaders and 73 members were kept in the sample. Of the 
leaders, 41.7% are female, ages ranged from 29 to 49 with an average of 35, 
91.7% received college education or above, average organizational tenure is 29 
months. Of the members, 53.4% are female, ages ranged from 22 to 40 with an 
average of 29, 83.6% received college education or above, average organization 
tenure is 14 months. Average leader-member relationship length across 73 dyads 
is 11.5 months. 
          A total of 600 (84.4%) pairs of valid responses were kept, which resulted in 
an average of 8.2 pairs / dyad. T-tests showed that dropped observations do not 
significantly differ from valid sample along demographic dimensions. On average, 
leaders and members submitted their responses 23 minutes (SD = 10.4) after the 
interaction; 19 minutes (SD = 8.7) after leader (or member) submitted response, 
member (or leader) responded to the survey.  
 
Procedure 
          All participants were invited to a briefing session, during which the purpose 
of the study and its procedures were communicated. After the briefing session, 
participants were asked to finish a paper & pencil based questionnaire, which 
measures acceptance of reciprocity norm, LMX, and control variables.  
          Kahneman, Krueger, Schkade, Schwarz, and Stone (2004) have suggested 
that the best methodology available for studying social activities and their 
corresponding affective experiences in real world conditions is experience 
sampling method (ESM). In the current study, we used an event-based experience 
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sampling method to track leader and member’s immediate interaction experiences 
in real work settings (Wheeler & Reis, 1991). We employed Mobile Survey 
Technique (MST, Li & Townsend, 2008; Song, Foo, & Uy, 2008) to facilitate 
data collection, because responses can be submitted through mobile platform at 
almost anytime and anywhere23. To implement mobile survey, electronic 
questionnaires were programmed and sent to participants’ mobile phones. All 
participants were trained personally by the researchers on how to respond to the 
mobile survey. During a period of two weeks24 (including both working and non-
working hours), participants were required to respond to the survey whenever 
they interacted with their leaders or members within one hour. These responses 
were time-stamped, allowing for accurate recording of the time that the responses 
were received. Researchers then paired responses from leader and member 
regarding the same interaction.  
          To increase data quality and response rate, we used SMSs to communicate 
with participants. Two types of reminders based on SMS were used: 1. “General 
reminder” were sent to all participants at 9:00am (beginning of working hours in 
the morning) and 1:30pm (beginning of working hours in the afternoon) on each 
working day. A sample message is “Good morning / afternoon, please don’t 
forget to answer the survey after interacted with your supervisor / employee, 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
23 The company’s working spaces and facilities (e.g., office, meeting room, 
canteen, gym and etc.) are covered by Wi-Fi and 3G networks, and all participants 
in the sample use smart phones. Wi-Fi and 3G are telecommunication 
technologies that allow an electronic device to exchange data or connect to the 
Internet wirelessly.  
24 A two-week period was chosen on the basis of Reis and Wheeler’s (1991) 
recommendation, which states that “the 2-week record-keeping period is assumed 
to represent a stable and generalizable estimate of social life” (p287). 
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thank you and have a pleasant day”. 2. “Conditional reminder” were sent when 
leader (member) submitted survey response but the member (leader) haven’t. 
Researchers monitored the system every 30 minutes from 8:30am to 9:30pm 
every day (including weekends). They sent messages to corresponding 
participants once responses from either leader or member show up in the system. 
A sample message is “Please don’t forget to submit response for the interaction 
you just had with your supervisor / employee, thank you and have a pleasant day”. 
Besides SMS reminders, participants were also encouraged to contact researchers 
via e-mail and telephone for instructions and helps. 
          Since data collection relied completely on participants’ self-reports, we also 
provided monetary rewards and lotteries. In particular, for each pair of valid 
mobile survey response, leader and member each received 60 RMB 
(approximately 9 US dollars). No upper limit is placed on the number of mobile 
survey responses. At the end of the study, leaders and members who submitted 
more responses were invited to a luck draw in which they have a chance to win an 
ipod-touch player (which had a market value of 1498 RMB, approximately 
237.78 US dollars) as reward. 
 
Measurements 
          Leader and member contribution was measured along a category 
recommended by Graen and Scandura (1987). They suggested that the resources 
exchanged between leader and member generally fall into six categories: tasks, 
information, latitude, support, attention, and influence. In the current study, we 
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asked participants to rate how much did they give to and receive from their 
supervisor / employee during the interaction regarding each category (1 = almost 
none, 5 = quite a lot). Then we used the mean score to represent the overall 
contribution of leader and member for that interaction.  
          Perception of benefit was measured by the Hatfield Global Measure 
(Hatfield, Utne, & Traupmann, 1979). Participants were asked to endorse the 
statement that best characterized the interaction they just had (1 = overall, I 
provided much more help to my supervisor / employee than I received in return, 4 
= overall, my supervisor / employee and I provided the same amount of help to 
each other, 7 = overall, my supervisor / employee provided much more help to me 
than I provided in return). This single item measure has been proven to be valid 
and reliable by previous studies (e.g., Buunk, Doosje, Jans, & Hopstaken, 1993; 
Buunk & Prins, 1998; Hatfield, Greenberger, Traupmann, & Lambert, 1982).  
          Felt obligation to reciprocate was measured by the scale developed by 
Eisenberger, Armeli, Rexwinkel, Lynch, and Rhoades (2001). Sample items are 
“at this moment, I feel an obligation to do whatever I can to help my supervisor / 
employee achieve his / her goals”; “at this moment, I feel an obligation to take 
time from my personal schedule to help my supervisor / employee if he / she need 
my help”. Cronbach’s alpha is 0.87. 
          Positive emotion was measured by a self-developed scale. Participants were 
asked to rate the extent to which they experienced a specific type of affectivity 
during the interaction (1 = to a small extent; 5 = to a large extent). Affectivities 
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being measured as positive emotion include enthusiastic, exited, happy, and 
pleased. The cronbach’s alphas are 0.95 for leader and 0.96 for member.  
          Work engagement was measured by the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale 
(UWES) developed by Schaufeli, Salanova, Gonza´lez-Roma´, and Bakker (2002). 
Since participants need to report immediately after the interaction, we dropped the 
absorption dimension as it does not apply in the scenario. Sample items 
measuring “vigor” are “at this moment, I feel bursting with energy”; “at this 
moment, I feel strong and vigorous”. Sample items measuring “dedication” are 
“at this moment, I am enthusiastic about my job”; “at this moment, I find the 
work that I do full of meaning and purpose”. Although literature in general 
considers work engagement to be a multi-dimensional construct, there are also 
empirical evidences that support a one-factor, parsimonious structure (e.g., 
Wefald & Downey, 2009). In the current study, because vigor and dedication 
were highly correlated, these two dimensions were combined as an aggregate 
measure of work engagement. The cronbach’s alpha is 0.91. 
          Acceptance of reciprocity norm was measured by the scale developed by 
Eisenberger, Cotterell, and Marvel (1987). Sample items are “employees should 
only go out of their way to help their supervisors if they go out of their way to 
help them”; “an employee should work as hard as possible no matter what the 
supervisor thinks of his or her efforts (reverse code)”. The cronbach’s alpha is 
0.70. 
          LMX was measured by the “LMX-7” developed by Graen, Novak, and 
Sommerkamp (1982). Sample items are “I have enough confidence in this 
	   137	  
employee that he / she would defend and justify my decision if I were not present 
to do so”; “how would you characterize your working relationship with this 
employee?” Cronbach’s alpha is 0.83.  
          Control variables. We first controlled for leader and member’s 
demographics (including gender, age, education level and organization tenure). 
Evidences showed that the relationship length can also influence exchange norms 
between exchange partners (Rousseau, 1995; Wright & Bonett, 2002), thus we 
also controlled for relationship length. Second, another line of research suggested 
that people return favors not only to conform reciprocity norms, but also to satisfy 
their communal needs (Mills & Clark, 1982). Therefore, we controlled for 
member’s communal orientation. Third, although the current study focuses on the 
positive side of emotion, evidences showed that negative emotions have equally 
important functions for work engagement (Bledow, Schmitt, Frese, & Kuhnel, 
2011; Carver & Scheier, 1990; George & Zhou, 2007; Kuhl, 2000). Thus, we also 
controlled for leader’s and member’s negative emotions. Finally, we also 
controlled for interaction quality, which is operationalized as the composite score 
of interaction satisfaction, interaction effectiveness, and met expectation.  
 
Analysis 
          Multilevel Confirmatory Factor Analysis (MCFA) was performed to 
examine the factor structure of the measuring instruments. Hypotheses were 
tested with three-level multilevel modeling (interactions are nested within leader-
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member dyads nested within leader group). The level 1 variables were group-
mean centered before analysis.  
 
4.4 Results 
Preliminary Analysis  
          The descriptive statistics and zero order correlations are presented in Table 
8. Multilevel CFA suggested a seven-factor structure for leader contribution, 
member contribution, perception of benefit, felt obligation to reciprocate, leader 
positive emotion, member positive emotion, and work engagement (χ2 = 142.54, p 
< .001; CFI = .90, TLI = .80, RMSEA = .05, SRMRwithin-dyad = .07, SRMRbetween-
dyad = .03). This model fitted the data better than alternative models when the 
following variables were combined: a) leader and member’s contributions (∆χ2 = 
24.77, p < .001); b) leader and member’s positive emotions (∆χ2 = 57.79, p 
< .001).   
----------------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 8 about here 
----------------------------------------------- 
          First, we start by asking the question that what are the things that most 
likely to be exchanged between leader and member during interaction process? 
Descriptive statistics showed that leader and member bring different types of 
goods to exchange (Wilson, Sin, & Conlon, 2010): leaders are more likely to 
provide support (mean = 3.56, SD = 1.02) and latitude (mean = 3.52, SD = 1.06), 
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while members are more likely to provide attention (mean = 3.69, SD = 1.10) and 
task performance (mean = 3.45, SD = 1.10).  
          Second, what is the relationship between leader’s self-evaluated 
contribution (mean = 3.48, SD = .89), leader’s perception of benefit received 
(mean = 3.32, SD = .95), member’s self-evaluated contribution (mean = 3.50, SD 
= 1.00) and member’s perception of benefit received (mean = 3.64, SD = .97)? 
Results indicated that while leaders rated their contribution higher than perception 
of benefit received (t = 3.33, p < .01), members rated in the opposite direction (t = 
-2.75, p < .01). Results also indicated that while leaders and members gave close 
ratings to the amount of contribution made to each other (t = -.37, p > .05), 
members gave significantly higher ratings to the amount of benefit received from 
their leaders (t = -5.80, p < .001). Finally, the results indicated that there are 
discrepancies between leader’s self-evaluated contribution and member’s 
perception of benefit received (t = -5.57, p < .001), and between leader’s 
perception of benefit received and member’s self-evaluated contribution (t = -6.12, 
p < .001), which suggested that leader and member lack of consensus on the 
amount of contribution that each other made during the interaction.  
          Finally, does leader treat in-group and out-group members differently 
during interactions, as predicted by the first empirical study? Results indicated 
that leader reported more contribution when interacting with in-group members 
than with out-group members (meanin = 3.53, SDin = .04; meanout = 3.33, SDout 
= .09; t = 2.31, p < .05), which is consistent with the previous study.    
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Hypotheses Testing  
----------------------------------------------- 
Insert Figure 10 about here 
----------------------------------------------- 
          Hypothesis 1 proposed that the more leader contributed than his / her 
member during the interaction, the higher perception of benefit by the member. 
To test the hypothesis, we used Edwards’s polynomial regression procedure 
instead of different score (Edwards, 1994; 1996). In particular, we used three 
models to describe the relationship between leader and member’s contributions 
and member’s perception of benefit:  
The monotonic model is identified as  
Ptheoretical = b0 + b1(L - M) + e                 (1.1) 
Ptest = b0 + b1L + b2M + e                (1.2) 
          with constraints: the coefficients on L and M should be equal in magnitude 
but opposite in sign. P represents member’s perception of benefit, L represents 
leader’s contribution, M represents member’s contribution.  
The optimal model is identified as  
Ptheoretical = b0 + b1(L - M)2 + e          (2.1) 
Ptest = b0 + b1L + b2M + b3L2 + b4LM + b5M2 + e       (2.2) 
          with constraints: 1. the coefficient on L is zero; 2. the coefficient on M is 
zero; 3. the coefficients on L2 and M2 are equal; 4. the coefficients on L2, LM, M2 
sum to zero.    
The asymptotic model is identified as  
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Ptheoretical = b0 + b1(L – M + S)2 + e       (3.1) 
Ptest = b0 + b1L + b2M + b3L2 + b4LM + b5M2 + e      (3.2) 
          with constraints: 1. the coefficients on L and M are equal in magnitude but 
opposite in sign; 2. the coefficients on L2 and M2 are equal; 3. the coefficients on 
L2, LM, M2 sum to zero; 4. the coefficient on L is 2S times (S is the theoretical 
maximum value of L and M) the coefficient on L2, but opposite in sign.  
          According to Edwards (1994), these models are accepted under the 
conditions that: 1. R2 for the unconstrained equation was significant; 2. 
appropriate coefficients were significant and in the expected direction; 3. the set 
of constraints implied by the model was not rejected; and 4. the set of terms one 
order higher than those indicated by the model was not significant. 
          Table 9 reported results for the unconstrained equations. For the monotonic 
model (1.2), R2 is 0.48 (F (2, 597) = 279.29, p < .001), the coefficients on L and 
M were significant and in the expected direction (βL = .77, p < .001; βM = -.65, p 
< .001), the constraints were not rejected (F (1, 597) = 2.36, p > .05), and no 
significant higher order terms were found. For the optimal model and asymptotic 
model (2.2 and 3.2), R2 is significant but the coefficients on square terms (L2 and 
M2) and interaction term (LM) were not significant, the constraints were rejected, 
and the higher order terms (L3, L2M, LM2, M3) were not significant. These results 
suggested a linear relationship between member’s perception of benefit and the 
difference between leader and member’s contribution, which supported 
hypothesis 1.  
----------------------------------------------- 
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Insert Figure 11 about here 
----------------------------------------------- 
          Next, we decomposed the overall contribution score and ran the polynomial 
regression procedure for each category (i.e., task, information, latitude, support, 
attention and influence) again. Among the six goods being exchanged, only 
information was not rejected by the asymptotic model (R2 = .36, F (5, 594) = 
65.47, p < .001; βL = .60, p < .001, βM = -.55, p < .001, βLL = -.01, p > .05, βLM 
= .11, p < .05, βMM = -.04, p > .05; Fconstraint1 (1, 594) = .26, p > .05, Fconstraint2 (1, 
594) = .31, p > .05, Fconstraint3 (1, 594) = .51, p > .05, Fconstraint4 (1, 594) = 2.49, 
p > .05; Figure 13). This result indicated that member’s perception of benefit 
would increase when they received more information from their leaders than they 
provided, but their perception of benefit will remain constant when they provided 
more information to their leaders than they received. According to Wilson, Sin, 
and Conlon (2010), information as a resource is abstract and universal in nature 
and can be used as substitute when other types of resources (e.g., latitude) cannot 
be offered due to organizational constraints. Therefore, members will not feel 
being exploited when they providing extensive information to leaders as a way to 
substitute other resources for exchange.   
----------------------------------------------- 
Insert Table 9, 10 about here 
----------------------------------------------- 
          Results showed that member’s perception of benefit is positively associated 
with their felt obligation to reciprocate (β = .11, p < .001, Model 1), which 
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supported hypothesis 2. Felt obligation to reciprocate further leads to higher work 
engagement (β = .51, p < .001, Model 7), which supported hypothesis 3. Felt 
obligation to reciprocate also leads to higher member contribution in the 
subsequent interaction (β = .16, p < .01, Model 8), which supported hypothesis 4. 
          Hypothesis 5 proposed that the relationship between perception of benefit 
and the felt obligation to reciprocate is moderated by acceptance of reciprocity 
norm. The coefficient on the interaction term is significant (β = .14, p < .001, 
Model 2). Simple slope test indicated that slopes for one standard deviation above 
average were different from zero (b+1SD = .18, t = 4.83; b-1SD = .06, t = 1.74; 
simple slops plotted in Figure 12). These results supported that members who 
have higher acceptance of reciprocity norm are more willing to return leader’s 
favors.  
          Hypothesis 6 proposed that the relationship between perception of benefit 
and felt obligation to reciprocate is moderated by LMX. The coefficient on the 
interaction term is significant (β = -.24, p < .001, Model 3). Simple slope test 
indicated that slopes for one standard deviation below average were different 
from zero (b+1SD = .02, t = 1.75; b-1SD = .21, t = 6.54; simple slops plotted in 
Figure 13). These results supported that out-group members are more willing to 
reciprocate when they have benefited from their leaders.  
          Results from supplementary analysis showed that leader’s positive emotion 
is positively associated with member’s positive emotion (β = .28, p < .001, Model 
5); member’s positive emotion further leads to their felt obligation to reciprocate 
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(β = .35, p < .001, Model 4) and higher work engagement (β = .19, p < .001, 
Model 7).  
----------------------------------------------- 




          The current study examined the exchange processes of leader member 
interaction. The findings indicated that members will calculate how much benefit 
they have gained during the interaction by considering their leader’s and their 
own contributions simultaneously. Members who feel that they have benefited 
from their leaders will feel obliged to reciprocate, with higher work engagement 
and more contribution in future interactions. Meanwhile, leader’s positive 
emotion will influence member’s positive emotion, which also leads to higher 
work engagement. In addition, a member’s acceptance of reciprocity norm and 
leader-rated LMX were found as boundary conditions.  
          The findings of the current study contributed to Social Exchange Theory, 
which is centered on the idea of reciprocity. The proposed model delineated the 
process by which exchange brings forward unfulfilled obligations and how such 
obligations drive the work outcomes of members, as well as future interactions. 
The acceptance of reciprocity norm, as a boundary condition, supported the fact 
not all members adhere to reciprocity norms in the same manner and that those 
who adhere strongly to it are more likely to return their leader’s favors 
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(Eisenberger et al., 1986). By returning Social Exchange Theory to its original 
configuration, we were able to examine the reciprocal nature of exchanges 
between leaders and members, which is rarely documented in the literature (Eby 
& Allen, 2012; Settoon, Bennett & Liden, 1996; Sparrowe, 1998; Uhl-Bien & 
Maslyn, 2003). 
          The findings of the current study also speak to Leader Member Exchange, 
which was developed on the basis of Social Exchange Theory. LMX was 
originally conceptualized as a process that comprised a series of interactions 
through which the working relationship between leaders and members is 
negotiated (Dienesch & Liden, 1986; Gerstner & Day, 1997; Graen & Scandura, 
1987; Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995; Northouse, 2007; van Breukelen, Schyns, & Le 
Blanc, 2006). However, previous research on LMX has focused mainly on the 
exchange relationship while the exchange process was largely ignored (Fairhurst 
& Chandler, 1989; Graen, 1990). Devianting from the traditional relational 
approach, the proposed model opened the “black box” (Rousseau, 1998) and 
investigated the actual exchange processes between leaders and members from 
both a cognitive and an affective perspective, which helped us better understand 
the phenomenon of Leader Member Exchange. 
          The findings of the current study also suggested a match between the 
proposed model of leader member interaction and work engagement theories. 
According to Schaufeli et al. (2002), the concept of work engagement is both 
cognitive and affective in nature (Ouweneel, Le Blanc, Schaufeli, & van Wijhe, 
2012). On the one hand, the cognitive process of leader member interaction is 
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consistent with the Job Demands Resources Model (JDR, Demerouti, Bakker, De 
Jonge, Janssen, & Schaufeli, 2001). The model states that job resources, which 
are defined as the physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the 
job that are functional for achieving work goals, will initiate a motivational 
process that leads to engagement at work (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli 
& Salanova, 2007). The current study found that a leader’s help represents an 
important type of job resource and members who received such resource during 
their interactions are temporally motivated to exert effort and dedicate themselves 
to work. It is consistent with the JDR literature which has found that employees 
who receive support, inspiration, and coaching from their supervisors are likely to 
experience work as more challenging, involving, and satisfying (Bakker, Albrecht, 
& Leiter, 2011; Bhatnagar, 2007; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009; Xanthopoulou, 
Bakker, Heuven, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2008).  
          The results of supplementary analysis showed that the affective process of 
leader member interaction is consistent with the affect-event paradigm. According 
to Weiss and Cropanzano (1996), events generate “an instant emotional reaction 
or mood change in people” (p. 31), which subsequently influence their work 
attitudes. The current study showed that interactions with leaders are important 
work events (Dasborough, 2006) - as members interact with leaders, their mood 
changes, their work engagement increases and decreases subsequently (Frijda, 
1988; Kuppens, Van Mechelen, Nezlek, Dossche, & Timmermans, 2007; Watson, 
2000). The proposed model indicates that emotional contagion and broaden-and-
	   147	  
build process are important mechanisms that transmit the influence of leader 
member interaction on employee’s work engagement.  
          In addition, traditional work engagement studies examined if members who 
possess certain characteristics would show higher levels of work engagement (e.g., 
Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004; Schaufeli, Bakker, & van Rhenen, 2009). 
Complementing this approach, the current study examined leader member 
interaction as a situational factor and found that the fluctuations in members’ 
work engagement were associated with their cognitive and affective interaction 
experiences with their leaders. Such a momentary approach echoes the call of 
research on state work engagement (Bakker, Albrecht, & Leiter, 2011; Sonnentag 
et al., 2010), and helped us identify the characteristics of situations under which 
members show high engagement at work as opposed to situations where members 
had low levels of engagement (Dalal, Brummel, Wee, & Thomas, 2008; 
Sonnentag, Dormann, & Demerouti, 2010). 
          The current study has important practical implications. Organizations are 
increasingly aware that no company, large or small, achieves sustainable success 
without engaging employees who bring energy and passion to their work (Macey 
et al., 2009). The current study identified ways for managers to create 
circumstances that foster work engagement – through active interaction. 
Specifically, managers can either offer help that is valued by employees, or fueled 
them with positive emotions. The former creates a sense of obligation for 
employees to reciprocate by working with higher motivation, while the latter 
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broadens their horizon and builds resources, which are essential for employees to 
enjoy their work.  
          The current study also has limitations. The first limitation concerns the 
generalizability issue. While our results are gained through a Chinese sample, 
social exchange theory and norms of reciprocity have largely been conceptualized 
under a western culture background. Previous study suggested that though 
reciprocity was taken as a universal phenomenon, significant cross-cultural 
variation does exist. For instance, while Western employment relations are more 
characterized by a model of impersonal economic exchange, Chinese employment 
relations remain more embedded in the wider socio-cultural system in which 
social exchange is a more integral part (Westwood, Chan, & Linstead, 2004). 
Therefore, whether our results can be generalized to western samples needs 
further empirical verification.  
          The second limitation concerns the causality issue. We made causal 
arguments between a member’s perceptions of benefit, felt obligation to 
reciprocate, positive emotion and level of work engagement. However, since field 
investigations by their nature prevent researchers from exerting strick controls, we 
cannot exclude other factors that may influence the aforementioned relationships. 
Future studies should use experiments to reexamine the causal relationships 
between the variables of interest.  
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4.6 Conclusion 
          The current study theorized the leader member interaction through the lens 
of reciprocity, and examined it momentarily in real work settings. It returned 
social exchange theory to its origins to help us better understand the interaction 
process through which exchanges between leaders and members are realized. The 
findings showed that such an approach is truly rewarding and thus, deserves more 
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CHAPTER V: GENERAL DISCUSSION  
 
5.1 Summary of Key Findings  
          This dissertation consists of three major parts. In the first part, we 
systematically introduced the concept of Leader Member Interaction. We defined 
LMI as a framework focusing particularly on the interdependent interactional 
episodes through which exchanges between leader and member are realized. Past 
research on LMX focused primarily on the working relationship and neglected the 
interactions upon which the relationship is build. Such practice greatly hindered 
the development of LMX theories because it limits fine-grained theories, 
underestimates contextual factors and is ineffective in modeling relational 
dynamics. We argue that by distinguishing exchange from exchange relationship 
and assuming meaningful variations in the interaction episodes within an 
exchange relationship, LMI perspective have the potential to solve these issues.   
          The second part of the dissertation presents an empirical study that aimed at 
clarifying the relationship between LMX (operationalized as exchange 
relationship) and LMI (operationalized as interaction quality). We found that 
leaders and members who have high LMX are more likely to have positive 
interaction experiences. Such positive interaction experiences, in turn, enhance 
LMX relationship in the future. We also found that leader and member’s 
interaction experiences mediate the relationship between their LMX relationship 
and short-term outcome like state affect. In comparison, leader and member’s 
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LMX relationship mediate the relationship between interaction experiences and 
long-term outcome like member’s general job performance.  
          The third part of the dissertation is devoted to explore the actual leader 
member interaction process. We found that leader and member’s contributions in 
an interaction jointly influence member’s perception of benefit; such perception 
of benefit is associated with felt obligation to reciprocate, which in turn leads to 
high work engagement at the moment and more member contribution in 
subsequent interaction. We also found that leader’s positive emotion influences 
member’s positive emotion, which also leads to felt obligation to reciprocate and 
work engagement. Member’s acceptance of reciprocity norms and exchange 
relationship with leaders (LMX) were found to be the boundary conditions.  
 
5.2 Fundamental Issues Revisit  
          Putting three studies together, it is time to ask that: What can we learn when 
studying exchanges between leader and member with an interactional perspective 
and can LMI help solving LMX’s problems? To answer the question, let us return 
to the three fundamental issues raised at the beginning: building fine-grained 
theories, capturing contextual characteristics, and modeling dynamic relationships.   
          First and most important, distinguishing exchange from exchange 
relationship clarify the conceptual ambiguity of LMX. LMX can be referred 
particularly to the exchange relationship between leader and member while the 
concept of LMI covers the aspects of the interactions that realize the exchanges. 
Such practice brings two direct benefits: 1) Conceptually, since there is no need to 
define one concept in terms of the other, the risk of tautology is removed and 
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discussion on causal relationship become possible. As we shown in the first 
empirical study, exchange relationship and interaction quality are distinguishable 
concepts with reciprocal relationship, which is consistent with the traditional 
conceptualization of social exchange theory (Blau, 1964). 2) Practically, defining 
interaction episodes as unit of analysis provides guidance on how to develop 
measuring instruments. As we shown in the first empirical study, interaction 
quality, which is tentatively used to describe leader and member’s overall 
evaluation towards an interaction, accounted for unique variance in outcome 
variables besides exchange relationship.  
          If the conceptual and practical benefits clear the way, then it is the 
assumption of meaningful variations in the interaction episodes that eventually 
provides the ground for fine-grained theories to grow. As we shown in the first 
empirical study, there are considerable variances attributed to the interaction level 
within each leader member dyad. In the second empirical study, same type of 
variance accounted for why leader and member’s daily experiences, such as 
emotion and work engagement, fluctuate from time to time.  
          To better understand this point, let’s take a look at two concrete examples. 
Traditional LMX literature suggests a positive relationship between leader 
member relationship and member’s work motivation. However, a good leader 
member relationship does not automatically produce work motivation. The 
interactional perspective suggests that there are complex processes beneath the 
surface and one of them involves exchange and reciprocity: imbalanced exchange 
elicits perceptions of benefit. Driven either by normative or instrumental motives, 
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perception of benefit results in felt obligation to reciprocate, which explains why 
members are motivated to do their jobs.  
          Another good example would be affect. Although the important role of 
affect in the leader member exchange process has long been recognized, very 
limited empirical evidences exist (except for the examinations of trait affect as a 
dispositional factor). This is because affect as short-lived feelings do not align 
with stable concept such as exchange relationship and thus, exchange relationship 
does not have the power to explain the intra-individual variance of affective 
experience. In comparison, interactional perspective allows us to observe transient 
and subtle activities that are commensurate with the nature of emotion. These 
observations cannot possibility be made if our focuses are constrained only to the 
exchange relationships.           
          To sum up, if we reduce such complex exchange process to exchange 
relationship, these meaningful variances will be aggregated and cancelled out on 
each other (or treated as error), disguising a large number of issues that are worth 
to investigate. Put it more directly, when take a relational approach, we assume 
what happened in the exchange process and explain it as a theory. But with an 
interactional approach, we can actually test the exchange process and present it as 
evidences.     
          Second, taking interaction episodes as units of analysis enables close 
examination of exchange context - beside general factors like culture and climate, 
we can now study more specific situational cues. From example, the two 
empirical studies in the current dissertation have recorded a number of contextual 
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factors such as the time and location (e.g., on / off work; office, meeting room, 
canteen, and gym), the content (e.g., work versus non-work related), and the 
people (e.g., who initiate the conversation, whether a third people is involved), 
which may have substantial influence on the exchange process and outcome. 
Although these factors were not articulated into formal hypotheses, they provided 
rich resources for future research to draw upon.  
          Finally, as the building blocks and the engine of relational change, 
interaction episodes provide explanation to LMX dynamics. As we shown in the 
first empirical study, interaction experience accounts for a significant proportion 
of LMX variance, when baseline LMX is controlled. This result indicates that 
whatever causes the change of leader and member’s relationship, their interaction 
experience is one of them. Moreover, connecting multiple interactional episodes 
also allowed researchers to investigate the dynamics of exchange process pre se. 
For example, we made the case in the second empirical study that member’s 
experience in one interaction can cast substantial influence on the subsequent 
interaction. 
          To sum up, empirical findings of this dissertation demonstrated that the 
interactional perspective indeed, to a certain degree, mitigates problems such as 
hindering fine-grained theory, lacking of context and ignoring the dynamics and 
thus, serves as an important complementary theoretical view to LMX.  
          Beyond the contribution to Social Exchange Theory and LMX theory, this 
study also speaks to socialogists who are seeking for laws governing interactions 
in relationships. For example, Berscheid (1999) suggested that the tissue of a 
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relationship is the rhythm of dyadic interactions and the objective of relationship 
science should be to identify the causes of such rhythms. Reis, Collions, and 
Berscheid (2000) also highlighted the role of interaction in understanding the 
influence of interpersonal relationship. The current study responds to these 
arguments by showing that if we want to fully undertsnad how interpersonal 
relationship provides context for human behaviors, it is indeed necessary to 
examine the patterns of interactions, as they reveal important additional 
information.  
          Due to time limitation, I am only able to examine a small number of 
variables that are relevant to the topic. The interactional perspective can be 
extended to a wide range of organizational phenomena, such as emotional 
regulation, stress and coping, abusive supervision, organizational justice, conflict 
management, creativity, psychological safety, organizational learning, and many 
others. Future studies exploring the applications of interactional perspective in 
different domains will be promising. 
 
5.3 Future Research Agenda 
          The current session will outline three levels of analysis for future research 
on LMI, namely the “exchange level”, the “exchanges within-dyad level” and the 
“exchanges between-dyads level”. Each level is corresponded with a potential 
research paradigm. Then by indentifying critical research questions for each 
paradigm, this session endeavored to provide guidance to future studies on the 
LMI phenomenon.  
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Within-Dyad Paradigm 
          Studies in the “exchange paradigm” take on a static perspective and focus 
on particular exchange episode take place between the leader and member. 
Previous research in the social interaction and leadership literature has already 
accumulated fruitful results when exploring the potential antecedents that may 
leads to successful / unsuccessful interactions, as well as the consequences that 
resulted from these interactions. However, what we know little about is the 
exchange per se. Therefore, we first need to identify the unique features of the 
exchange and find out what fundamentally differentiate the exchange between 
leader and member from other types of social exchanges. Second, we need to 
better understand the nature of the exchange, such as what exactly has been 
exchanged in the interaction process, in what form, how it is delivered and 
whether it is fair (under mutual agreement). Finally, we should be aware of the 
context in which the exchanges take place. More specific contextual factors (e.g., 
time, location, task characteristics) should be examined.  
          Another important directiction for future research within this paradigm is to 
justify the relationship between multiple exchange episodes. For example, 
whether previous exchange experiences affect perceptions towards subsequent 
exchange and to what extent; whether there is a recognizable pattern for leader 
and member’s communication across exchanges; or whether there is a trend in 
leader and member’s cognitive, affective and behavioral changes over time. 
Second, there has been a call for LMX research to include moderating and 
mediating factors that may affect the dyad, as opposed to simply investigating 
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antecedents and consequences (e.g., Cogliser & Schriesheim, 2000). Similarly, a 
systematic model that specifies the process and boundary conditions in which 
individual exchanges are related should also be established. That is, find out the 
potential mediators and moderators that affect exchange episodes. Finally, a key 
issue that studies within this paradigm should deal with is to clarify the 
relationship between LMI and LMX. In particular, researchers should empirically 
test to what extend LMI and LMX are related and the mechanism through which 
they cast influence on each other. The causal direction between the two constructs 
is open for empirical validation as well. 
 
Between-Dyads Paradigm 
          Studies in the “exchanges between-dyads paradigm” usually involve a 
social comparison process (Dansereau, 1984; Festinger, 1957; Schriesheim et al., 
2001). From the leader’s perspective, since a leader usually has more than one 
member, he / she will make comparison between members when interacting with 
them. Thus, the leader’s perception of interaction with a particular member is no 
longer an absolute value, but rather a relative one (Graen et al., 1982). Such 
mechanism raises interesting questions for researchers. For example, like leader 
develops differentiated relationships with members, will we observe differences 
in how the leader treats those members during interaction process? In another 
word, will relational difference between “in-group member” and “out-group 
member” found support at the interaction level? Fairhurst and Chandler (1989) 
noted that leaders do not interact with all members on an equal basis and there are 
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differences in supportive communication between “in-group”, “mid-group”, and 
“out-group” members. Mueller and Lee (2002) found that higher quality LMX 
relationships involve higher levels of information exchange and members have 
more opportunities participating in the decision making process while lower 
quality LMX relationships involve fewer interactions between leader and member. 
Yrle, Hartman and Galle (2002, 2003) also found evidence that employees 
perceive differences in levels of communication, depending upon whether they 
believe they are in a higher or lower quality LMX relationship. 
          From the members’ perspective, despite the leader–member dyads are 
“individualized” (Dansereau et al., 1982, 1984, 1995)25, by observing leader’s 
interaction with other members, sooner or later the member will find out how 
their colleagues have been treated (e.g., Brockner & Grover, 1988). By comparing 
themselves with colleagues, members will find out where they personally stand 
(Lamertz, 2002; Masterson et al., 2000). Accordingly, they will make adjustment 
to their own cognitions, emotions and behaviors. For example, members who 
perceived interpersonal injustice will respond in a passive way which leads to 
lower quality exchange relationships with their leaders (Hollander, 1980; 
Scandura, 1999). In addition, it is equally possible for one member to work for 
more than one leader at one point of time (when company adopting a “matrix 
	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  	  
25 Individualized Leadership (IL) is articulated by Dansereau and colleagues 
(1982, 1984, 1995) as an alternative approach to LMX theory. IL approach 
regards leadership as a dyadic interpersonal process in which the dyads are 
independent. 
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structure”). As a result, the member’s perceptions of interactions with different 
leaders are also subject to social comparison process. Future research 
investigating these issues will be promising.  
 
5.4 Conclusion  
          Grounded in the literature of social interaction, Social Exchange Theory, 
and Leader-Member Exchange, Leader Member Interaction shifted our attention 
from differentiated working relationship between leader and member to the 
interactional process, which has long been ignored by the LMX literature. The 
concept of LMI made clear distinction between exchange episodes and working 
relationship that derived from the exchange episodes. Such practice brings three 
major benefits to the development of LMX theory: first, by assuming variations 
within leader-member dyads, LMI framework have the potential to deepen our 
understanding on existing theories while providing a richer soil for more fine-
grained leadership theories. Second, by focusing on the exchange episodes, LMI 
framework allows studies to explore the specific context in which leader-member 
exchanges take place. Third, by focusing on the interrelations between exchange 
episodes, LMI framework provides fundamental explanation to the dynamics of 
LMX - how differentiated relationship is formed and developed. In sum, I argue 
that it is time to open the “black box” (Rousseau, 1998), which has been sealed 
for a long time, and take an interactional perspective of the LMX research. I hope 
this paper can shed new lights on our understanding on leader-member 
relationship and simulate future theoretical and empirical work in these areas. 
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TABLES 
Table 1: A Sample of Studies on Leader-Member Interaction (1960s - 2010s) 
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Table 2: Fundamental Elements of LMI Concept 






When does the interaction take 
place? Is it a good time or a bad 
time?  
Routine communication; 
meeting before downsizing; 
during extra working hours 
Where 
Where does the interaction take 
place? 
Formal locations (e.g., in 
leader’s office) vs. informal 
locations (e.g., at leader’s home); 
public (with a third party 
presented) vs. private place  
Who  
What kind of leader and 
member are engaging in the 
interaction? 
Leader’s personality (e.g., 
agreeableness, neuroticism) vs. 
member’s personality (e.g., 
consciousness); personality 
similarity; demographic 
characteristics   
What  
What is the purpose of the 
interaction? What has been 
exchanged during the 
interaction process?  
Task-orientated (e.g., reporting 
work progress) vs. relation-
oriented (e.g., social networking) 
/ money, goods, services, status, 
information, and affiliation and 
friendship 
How  
In what form does the 
interaction take place? How is 
the exchange benefits delivered 
in the interaction process?  
Communication method; 
communication style; leadership 
style; reciprocity; synchronized 
vs. unsynchronized exchange 
 Outcomes  Does the interaction serve its Interaction effectiveness / 
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purpose? Does it have positive 
or negative consequences and to 
what extent? 
satisfaction; generative vs. 
degenerative vs. neutral effect; 










What is the total number of 
interactions take place within a 
dyadic relationship? 




How many times do leader and 
member interact with each other 
within a certain period of time?   
Interact frequency; length of the 




To what extend do interactions 
related to one another?  
Purposes of a series of 
interactions within a leader-
member dyad are similar; 
contents of multiple interactions 
between different leader-member 
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Table 3: A Comparison of LMI and LMX 
 Leader-Member Interaction (LMI) Leader-Member Exchange (LMX) 
Definition  
A framework focusing particularly 
on the interdependent interactional 
episodes through which exchanges 
between leader and member are 
realized 
(a) A system of components and their 
relationships (b) involving both 
members of a dyad (c) involving 
interdependent patterns of behavior 
and (d) sharing mutual outcome 
instrumentalities and (e) producing 
conceptions of environments, cause 
maps, and value (Scandura, Graen, & 
Novak, 1986, p580). 
Theoretical 
foundation  
Social Exchange Theory and Leader-
Member Exchange   
Social Exchange Theory and Role 
Theory  
Unit of analysis Exchange episodes  Exchange relationships  
Level of analysis  
Exchange, within- and between-
dyads  
Between-dyads  
Features of the 
phenomenon 
Observable, discontinuous, transitory 
and variation 
Unobservable, on-going, long lasting 
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Table 4: A Comparison of Mobile Survey and Commonly Used Research 
Methods   
 








Survey   
Mobile 
Survey  
Time Constraints  many some some few almost none 
Geographical 
Constraints  
many  some some some almost none  
Technological 
Constraints  
few average  few  average  many  
Questionnaire Length  medium  short  no constraints  no constraints  short  
Question Format 
Options  
some options  few options  many options  many options  medium  
Data Transfer Speed  slow  slow  slow  fast  real time 
Data Missing  low  medium  high  very low  very low  
Follow Up Survey  medium  inconvenient  inconvenient  convenient  
very 
convenient  
Cost  high  high  medium  low  medium  
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Table 5: Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations  
  M SD ICC1 1 2 3 4 
1 Leader gender 1.26 0.44  -    
2 Leader age 31.04 6.01  -.09 -   
3 Leader education  3.81 0.54  .18 .05 -  
4 Leader tenure (month) 45.76 33.86  .19 .20 .15 - 
5 Member gender 1.51 0.50  .21 .19 -.17 .22* 
6 Member age 27.17 4.05  .00 .45** .32** .36** 
7 Member education  3.83 0.40  .10 -.10 .46** .00 
8 Member tenure (month) 22.94 26.90  .00 .16 .11 .62** 
9 Relationship length  15.79 15.27  .06 .17 .08 .66** 
10 Interaction content 1.51 0.83  -.18 .07 -.41** -.03 
11 Leader LMX t0 3.83 0.48  .12 .17 .09 -.02 
12 Leader LMX t1 3.95 0.45  -.11 .18 .19 .07 
13 Member LMX t0 3.86 0.55  .07 .00 .15 -.15 
14 Member LMX t1 4.01 0.50  .16 .03 .05 -.10 
15 Leader rated job performance  3.95 .60  .06 .04 .18 .04 
16 Member rated job performance  3.94 .61  .40** .00 .11 -.12 
17 Leader interaction quality  4.25 0.75 .49 .41** .25* .18 .26* 
18 Member interaction quality  4.29 0.70 .50 .10 .24* .07 .08 
19 Leader positive affect  3.51 .89 .47 -.14 .07 .09 .03 
20 Leader negative affect  1.25 .39 .41 -.31** -.09 -.20 -.01 
21 Member positive affect  3.50 1.06 .65 -.06 .05 -.10 -.05 
22 Member negative affect 1.22 .38 .54 -.17 -.17 .11 .02 
23 Interaction frequency  2.50 1.37  .34** -.20 .05 -.20 
24 Interaction duration  3.54 1.63  -.18 -.02 -.13 -.13 
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 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 
1           
2           
3           
4           
5 -          
6 .11 -         
7 .01 -.07 -        
8 .31** .53** -.09 -       
9 .28* .34** -.06 .61** -      
10 .11 -.26* -.15 -.09 -.05 -     
11 .02 .28* .10 .16 .08 -.14 -    
12 -.07 .12 .27* .02 .03 .00 .52** -   
13 -.17 .12 .04 -.13 -.17 -.05 .32** .34** -  
14 .01 .06 .05 -.06 -.06 .04 .34** .25* .72** - 
15 .03 .08 .23* .08 .09 -.05 .49** .71** .32** .25* 
16 .06 .11 -.05 -.02 .06 -.02 .28* -.05 .27* .31** 
17 .17 .18 .23* .17 .10 .05 .40** .44** .23*. .34** 
18 .17 .19 .03 .06 .02 -.04 .24* .21 .47** .55** 
19 .05 -.03 .19 .09 .02 .07 .06 .39** .11 .16 
20 -.02 -.05 -.31** .05 .16 .12 -.29** -.26* -.14 -.22 
21 -.05 -.11 .09 -.18 -.07 .19 .19 .33** .41** .52** 
22 -.27* -.04 -.15 .06 .08 -.14 -.04 -.01 -.23* -.26* 
23 .17 -.12 .18 .13 -.10 -.11 .35** .28* .18 .24* 
24 -.16 -.03 -.18 -.23* -.17 .28* .02 .06 .11 .00 
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 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 
1           
2           
3           
4           
5           
6           
7           
8           
9           
10           
11           
12           
13           
14           
15 -          
16 .10 -         
17 .32** .13 - .16** .23** -.16** .16** -.07  .00 
18 .09 .22* .31** - .10* -.12** .45** -.09*  -.01 
19 .26* -.12 .60** .09 - -.26** .26** -.05  .09* 
20 -.17 -.05 -.66** -.15 -.34** - -.14** .14**  .00 
21 .12 .11 .17 .58** .03 -.13 - -.13**  .07 
22 .05 -.10 -.30** -.49** -.15 .23* -.15 -  .01 
23 .23 .25* .34** .06 .17 -.27* .18 .00 - -.13** 
24 .00 -.11 -.08 -.09 -.06 -.08 -.03 -.13 -.19 - 
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Notes: Numbers in the lower diagonal of correlation matrix are between-
individual level correlations. Numbers in the upper diagonal of correlation matrix 
are within-individual level correlations. Dummy codes for company and leader 
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Table 6: Fit Index for Multilevel Structure Equation Modeling (MSEM) 
 
Notes: Model 2-1-2 = interaction quality mediates the relationship between LMX 
quality at time 0 and time 1; Model 2-1-1 = interaction quality mediates the 
relationship between LMX quality and state positive / negative affects; Model 1-
2-2 = LMX quality mediates the relationship between interaction quality and 













Model 212: LMXt0 – interaction – LMXt1 (H1, H2) 
Leader  600 348.05* 116 0.849 0.819 0.058 0.000 0.108 
Member  574 212.05* 116 0.915 0.898 0.038 0.001 0.078 
Model 211: LMXt0 – interaction – affect (H3) 
Leader  629 378.45* 170 0.932 0.917 0.044 0.025 0.113 
Member  628 343.55* 170 0.937 0.923 0.040 0.024 0.082 
Model 122: interaction – LMXt1 – performance (H4) 
Leader  600 158.63* 62 0.930 0.908 0.051 0.001 0.081 
Member  574 109.76* 62 0.953 0.938 0.037 0.001 0.060 
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Table 7: Path Coefficients for Mediation Models  
 a path  b path  
Indirect 
effect  90% CI 
Model 212: LMXt0 – interaction – LMXt1 (H1, H2) 
Leader  0.63** 0.26* 0.17* 0.01, 0.32 
Member  0.96*** 0.19* 0.18* 0.01, 0.36 
Model 211: LMXt0 – interaction – affect (H3) 
Leader  0.68** 
Pa: 0.60*** (exchange level: 0.32***) Pa: 0.41* Pa: 0.11, 0.71 
Na: -0.46*** (exchange level: -0.17*) 
Na: -
0.31** Na: -0.51, -0.12 
Member  0.99*** 
Pa: 0.72*** (exchange level: 0.51***) Pa: 0.72* Pa: 0.24, 1.19 
Na: -0.35* (exchange level: -0.07) 
Na: -
0.35** Na: -0.57, -0.13 
Model 122: interaction – LMXt1 – performance (H4) 
Leader  0.52*** 0.89*** 0.46** 0.24, 0.68 
Member  0.40** 0.44 0.18* 0.01, 0.34 
Notes: “a path” refers to the relationship between independent variable (x) and 
mediator (m); “b path” refers to the relationship between mediator (m) and 
dependent variable (y). Unless specified, results are reported on dyadic level. *p 
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Table 8: Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations  
  M SD ICC 1 1 2 3 
1 Acceptance of reciprocity norm  2.21 .46 - -   
2 LMX 4.06 .38 - -.01 -  
3 Leader contribution  3.48 .89 .24 -.14 .07 - 
4 Member contribution  3.50 1.00 .28 -.23 -.09 .27* 
5 Perception of benefit  4.70 1.44 .11 -.06 .04 .08 
6 Felt obligation to reciprocate  3.88 .75 .25 -.18 -.06 .23 
7 Leader positive emotion  3.39 1.00 .56 -.21 -.02 .57** 
8 Member positive emotion  3.41 1.08 .48 -.32** -.14 .24* 
9 Work engagement  3.79 .73 .30 -.27* -.05 .16 
 
  4 5 6 7 8 9 
1 Acceptance of reciprocity norm        
2 LMX       
3 Leader contribution  -.28** .58** .46** .28** .31** .43** 
4 Member contribution  - -.53** -.10* .13** .05 -.12** 
5 Perception of benefit  -.03 - .45** .07 .32** .45** 
6 Felt obligation to reciprocate  .47** .37** - .27** .60** .69** 
7 Leader positive emotion  .30* .16 .10 - .34** .23** 
8 Member positive emotion  .58** .33** .54** .35** - .67** 
9 Work engagement  .48** .39** .71** .06 .69** - 
Notes: N = 600. Numbers in the lower diagonal are between-dyad level 
correlations. Numbers in the upper diagonal are within-dyad level correlations. 
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Optimal & Asymptotic Model 
(2.2, 3.2) 
Leader contribution  .77*** .74*** 
Member contribution  -.65*** -.65*** 
Leader contribution2  -.07 
Member contribution2   .01 
Leader contribution X member 
contribution  
 .08 
R2 .48 .50 
Notes: N = 600. Dependent variable: perception of benefit. Variables were group-
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Table 10: Results for Hypotheses Testing  
 Felt obligation to reciprocate 
 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 
Communal orientation -.26** -.17* -.21** -.17* 
Leader negative emotion    .01 
Member negative emotion    -.02 
Interaction quality .49*** .44*** .39*** .31*** 
Perception of benefit .11*** -.19** 1.09***  
Felt obligation to reciprocate     
Leader positive emotion     
Member positive emotion    .35*** 
Acceptance of reciprocity norm  .13**   
Acceptance of reciprocity norm 
x perception of benefit 
 .14***   
LMX   .00  
LMX x perception of benefit   -.24***  
LMX x leader positive emotion     
Constant -.93** -1.35*** -.75* -.58* 
R2 – Within Dyad .47 .48 .49 .50 
R2 – Between Dyads .00 .01 .01 .00 














 Model 5 Model 6 Model 7 
Communal orientation  -.09 .48 
Leader negative emotion .07 .02  
Member negative emotion -.06 -.02  
Interaction quality .54*** .16*** .09 
Perception of benefit    
Felt obligation to reciprocate  .51*** .17** 
Leader positive emotion .28***   
Member positive emotion  .19***  
Acceptance of reciprocity norm    
Acceptance of reciprocity norm x 
perception of benefit 
   
LMX    
LMX x perception of benefit    
LMX x leader positive emotion    
Constant -2.14*** -.29 .75*** 
R2 – Within Dyad .42 .72 .02 
R2 – Between Dyads .01 .04 .01 
R2 – Overall .32 .71 .02 
Notes: N = 600. Demographic variables were omitted. Exchangeable structures in 
residuals were assumed for Model 1 - Model 6, autoregressive structure in 
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FIGURES  























LMX ti LMX ti+1 …	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LMI ti+1 LMI ti+2 
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Notes: 1. According to Graen and Scandura (1975), the Leader-Member 
Exchange relationship is established very quickly and remains stable in a 
relatively long period of time, so the lines in the figure are in convex shape. 2. For 
illustration purpose, examples showed in the figure are simplified, the reality is 






Disruptive Change  
Incremental Change  




Low quality exchange 
relationship 
 e) Critical degenerative 
interaction  
 a) Noncritical 
generative interaction  
High quality 
exchange relationship 
Low quality exchange 
relationship 
 b) Noncritical 
degenerative interaction  
 c) De/generative & 
neutral interaction  
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Notes: IQ = interaction quality, IF = interaction frequency, PA = positive affect, 
NA = negative affect, MJS = momentary job satisfaction. Control variables were 





















LMX t1  General  
Performance   
Level 2: Dyadic Level  
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Figure 5: Distribution of Responding Time 
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Figure 7: Multilevel Structure Equation Modeling (MSEM) for LMX, LMI and 
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Figure 8: Multilevel Structure Equation Modeling (MSEM) for LMI, LMX and 
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Figure 12: The Moderating Effect of Acceptance of Reciprocity Norm on 
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Figure 13: The Moderating Effect of LMX on Perception of Benefit and Felt 
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QUESTIONNAIRES 
LMI: self-developed   
Based on your experience, to what extent would you agree with the following 
statement?  
1. I’m satisfied with the interaction I just had with my supervisor (employee). 
1. Strongly disagree   2. Disagree   3. Neutral   4. Agree   5. Strongly agree 
2. The interaction I just had with my supervisor (employee) is effective. 
1. Strongly disagree   2. Disagree   3. Neutral   4. Agree   5. Strongly agree 
3. The interaction I just had with my supervisor (employee) went like I expected. 
1. Strongly disagree   2. Disagree   3. Neutral   4. Agree   5. Strongly agree 
 
Leader / Member Contribution: Graen, G. B., & Scandura, T. 1987. Toward a 
psychology of dyadic organizing. In B. Staw & L. L. Cumming (Eds.), Research 
in Organizational Behavior, 175-208. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press. 
During the interaction, to what extent did you give help to / receive help from 
your supervisor / subordinate along the following dimensions?  
1. Task 
1. Almost none   2. A little   3. Some   4. A lot   5. Quite a lot 
2. Information  
1. Almost none   2. A little   3. Some   4. A lot   5. Quite a lot 
3. Latitude  
1. Almost none   2. A little   3. Some   4. A lot   5. Quite a lot 
4. Support  
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1. Almost none   2. A little   3. Some   4. A lot   5. Quite a lot 
5. Attention  
1. Almost none   2. A little   3. Some   4. A lot   5. Quite a lot 
6. Influence  
1. Almost none   2. A little   3. Some   4. A lot   5. Quite a lot 
 
Perception of Benefit: Hatfield, E., Utne, M., & Traupmann, J. 1979. Equity 
theory and intimate relationships. In R. Burgess & T. L. Huston (Eds.), Social 
Exchange in Developing Relationships. New York: Academic Press. 
1. Overall, I provided much more help to my supervisor / employee than I 
received in return 
2. Overall, I provided more help to my supervisor / employee than I received in 
return 
3. Overall, I provided some more help to my supervisor / employee than I 
received in return 
4. Overall, my supervisor / employee and I provided the same amount of help to 
each other 
5. Overall, my supervisor / employee provided some more help to me than I 
provided in return 
6. Overall, my supervisor / employee provided more help to me than I provided in 
return 
7. Overall, my supervisor / employee provided much more help to me than I 
provided in return 
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Felt Obligation to Reciprocate: Eisenberger, R., Armeli, S., Rexwinkel, B., Lynch, 
P. D., & Rhoades, L. 2001. Reciprocation of perceived organizational support. 
Journal of Applied Psychology, 86: 42-51. 
1. At this moment, I feel an obligation to do whatever I can to help my supervisor 
/ employee achieve his / her goals 
1. Strongly disagree   2. Disagree   3. Neutral   4. Agree   5. Strongly agree 
2. At this moment, I feel an obligation to take time from my personal schedule to 
help my supervisor / employee if he / she need my help 
1. Strongly disagree   2. Disagree   3. Neutral   4. Agree   5. Strongly agree 
 
Work Engagement: Schaufeli, W. B., Salanova, M., Gonza´lez-Roma´, V., & 
Bakker, A. B. 2002. The measurement of burnout and engagement: A 
confirmatory factor analytic approach. Journal of Happiness Studies, 3: 71–92.  
1. At this moment, I feel bursting with energy 
1. Strongly disagree   2. Disagree   3. Neutral   4. Agree   5. Strongly agree 
2. At this moment, I feel strong and vigorous 
1. Strongly disagree   2. Disagree   3. Neutral   4. Agree   5. Strongly agree 
3. At this moment, I am enthusiastic about my job 
1. Strongly disagree   2. Disagree   3. Neutral   4. Agree   5. Strongly agree 
4. At this moment, I find the work that I do full of meaning and purpose 
1. Strongly disagree   2. Disagree   3. Neutral   4. Agree   5. Strongly agree 
 
